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This study investigated selected elementary school teachers’ perceptions of 
principals’ leadership. Ten South Carolina schools were selected based on the criterion of   
50% or higher poverty index.  Five schools included the feature of recognition by the 
state for academic success for one year or more over the 2003-2006 timeframe.  One 
hundred three elementary teachers and seven of the 10 schools’ principals completed the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 1995b).  Given 
multiple data sources for this study, the question was formulated as follows:  How are 
teacher and principal responses on the MLQ validated by principals’ reports of leadership 
and observations of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors in selected cases of 
schools in the context of educational accountability policy? 
 MLQ responses were explored using a variety of statistical strategies including t-
tests, linear regression, canonical correlation and chi-squares.  Seven principals 
participated in open-ended questions through interviews and written responses.  Follow-
up observations of four principals were used to validate four leadership scales produced 
from the MLQ analysis of teachers’ perspectives as more potent.  Those four scales 
included Attributed Charisma, Inspirational Motivation, Contingent Reward, and 
Intellectual Stimulation.  The researcher designed an observation instrument and 
observed an entire day. 
This exploratory study offered some insights into the degree to which the MLQ 
provides information about these selected principals’ leadership styles in the context of 
educational accountability.  First, results of the t-tests and linear regressions showed that 
 iii
the MLQ was not able to discriminate between the five state-recognized schools for high 
achievement and the other five not so recognized.  The observations led to more in-depth 
analysis of 45 teachers’ responses.  Chi-square results among teachers’ perceptions of 
their observed principals showed that principals leading instructional changes produced 
more variability in teachers’ MLQ responses.  Teachers tended to be more divided in their 
perceptions about the effectiveness of their principals’ leadership styles, when the 
principal was exercising instructional leadership strategies.  Thus, the MLQ may not be a 
suitable instrument for measuring principals’ leadership in the context of educational 
accountability policy.  More research needs to be conducted to see if this finding is robust 
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Common wisdom upholds connections between leadership and successful 
organizations.  This wisdom reflects the importance of effective, positive leadership for 
public schools in South Carolina.  In many ways the school principal is the most 
important and influential individual in any school.  Principals play a crucial role in 
creating a specific direction for schools.  It is his/her leadership that sets the tone of the 
school, the climate for learning, the level of professionalism and morale of teachers and 
the degree of concern for what students may or may not become.  Evidence indicates that 
the effective classroom instruction given by the teacher is the first influence on student 
achievement, and the second influence is strong school leadership (Leithwood, Louis, 
Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004).  If the school is a vibrant, innovative, child-centered 
place; if students are performing to the best of their abilities, one can almost always point 
to the principal’s leadership as the key to success.  Leadership in schools is certainly 
complex.  In today’s world of increased accountability at the federal and state level, it is 
imperative for educational leaders to build a positive school culture to reach the 
maximum academic potential for each student, as well as to satisfy the public in our 
school communities.  Research notes the importance of community and family support 
for schools as a critical feature in high-achieving, low-income schools (Coleman, 1987; 




This study examined principal leadership from the perspectives of teachers, 
principals, and through observations by the researcher.  Principals affect school goals by 
creating a purposeful focus, which in turn influences classrooms and student learning 
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996a, 1996b, 2002).  Marks and Printy’s (2003) findings showed 
that principals’ practice includes what the researchers termed “integrated leadership” 
(pp.388-389).  This term involves the integration of instructional leadership and 
transformational leadership, and it will be discussed more in Chapter 2. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
The study involved comparing perceptions of leadership in five high achieving 
schools with five lower achieving schools.  One measure of those perceptions came from 
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 1995b) 
surveys of two groups, a) teachers and b) principals.  This study uses the abbreviation 
MLQ throughout to refer to the specific version of the survey used in this study (Bass & 
Avolio, 1995a, 1995b).  The researcher purchased rights and copies of the MLQ for this 
study (See Appendix A).  The central research question for this study was as follows: 
How are teacher and principal responses on the MLQ validated by principals’ reports of 
leadership and observations of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors in selected 
schools?  A fundamental question related to this study was, to what degree does the MLQ 





Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore the validity of the MLQ instrument in 
describing the leadership behaviors of elementary principals engaged in the context of 
accountability policy as well as exploring practices of transformational, transactional, and 
instructional leadership in such contexts.  The researcher explored several perspectives 
including teacher perspectives, principal perspectives, and all-day observations of 
principals on the job. 
All schools in this study had a poverty index of 50% or higher.  Five of the 
schools had been awarded Palmetto Gold Awards in recent years for high academic 
achievement while the other five had not received similar recognition.  Present 
accountability standards were placed on local schools by state legislation as well as 
federal legislation.  South Carolina’s state legislation called the Education Accountability 
Act (EAA) was enacted in 1998 by the General Assembly.  The federal legislation known 
as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was enacted in 2001.  The EAA of 1998 
initiated the start of annual School Report Cards in South Carolina that report the student 
achievement of all schools in terms of Absolute Ratings and Improvement Ratings to the 
parents and all stakeholders in the communities.   This study’s selected five high 
achieving schools earned an Excellent Absolute Rating along with Average, Good, or 
Excellent Improvement Ratings to earn the Palmetto Gold Award, and the other five 
schools earned absolute ratings of either Good, Average, Below Average, or 
Unsatisfactory.  The other five schools had either Good, Average, Below Average, or 
Unsatisfactory Improvement Ratings. 
4 
 
Theoretical Framework for the Study 
The theoretical framework used in this study was drawn from literature on 
instructional leadership as well as literature on transformational leadership as it relates to 
the elementary principal’s role of inspiring his or her teachers toward the goal of 
academic achievement.  The term, transformational leadership, was credited to political 
scientist James McGregor Burns in 1978.  Burns stated, “Transformational leadership 
occurs when one or more persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and 
followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality.  Transforming 
leadership ultimately becomes moral in that it raises the level of human conduct and 
ethical aspirations of both the leader and led, thus, has a transforming effect on both.” 
(Burns, 1978, p. 20). 
In the principalship, transformational leadership (Leithwood, 1992) is the ability 
of the school principal to motivate his or her teachers toward the common goal of student 
achievement in such ways that each teacher feels like he or she has a valuable role in the 
success of the school team.  The principal sets the tone and school climate to bring out 
the personal best of each staff member and inspires each staff member to engage a 
dedicated, strong work ethic to make the school successful for students and parents.  
Teachers need to feel appreciated by their principals for their dedicated efforts resulting 
in improved student achievement.  Leithwood (1992) discussed how transformational 
leadership strategies helped improve teacher collaboration in schools. 
Instructional leadership has been linked in the literature on school principals with 
transformational and transactional leadership (Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood & Jantzi, 
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2000; Marks & Printy, 2003).   In the current era of accountability, the lack of specificity 
in concepts associated with transformational leadership poses significant obstacles for 
theorizing principals’ work in supporting teaching and learning (Hallinger, 2003; Lindle, 
2006).  Instructional leaders are hands-on principals, full of curriculum ideas and 
instructional strategies, who enjoy collaborating with teachers on the improvement of 
teaching and learning (Cuban, 1984; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986).  Originally, 
instructional leaders were considered to be strong, directive leaders (Edmonds, 1979; 
Hallinger & Murphy, 1986).  Instructional leadership focuses on the principal serving as 
the expert in coordinating, controlling, supervising, and developing curriculum and 
instruction in the school (Bamburg & Andrews, 1990; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).  More 
recent research reveals the collaborative nature of instructional leadership (Louis, 
Leithwood, Wahlstrom & Anderson, 2010).  According to Silins and Mulford (2004), 
“the extent to which teachers believed they could control important decisions (shared 
instructional leadership) as a group contributed strongly to their view of themselves as 
change agents in the school” (p. 449).  Teachers who feel important are more likely to 
believe they can make a positive difference in the school (Silins & Mulford, 2004). 
 
Research Questions 
This investigational study explored the results of sets of teacher responses to the 
MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 1995b) in 10 schools selected for their academic 
performance with low-income student bodies.  Principals also responded to the MLQ 
surveys along with additional interview responses, and selected principals also consented 
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to observations of their work using a researcher-designed protocol specifying principal 
behaviors linked to identified MLQ scales.  The overarching question for this study was 
as follows:  How are teacher and principal responses on the MLQ validated by principals’ 
reports of leadership and observations of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors in 
selected cases?  The following four exploratory questions helped define the study’s focus 
on MLQ leadership style scales and perceptions of principals’ work in the context of 
school leadership under state and federal accountability policies.  
1. What was the relationship between elementary teachers’ perceptions of 
their principals in state-recognized high achieving, high poverty schools 
as compared to high poverty schools which had not earned state 
recognition? 
2. Which Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 
1995a, 1995b) scales emerged from the survey analysis based on the 
teachers’ responses? 
3. Among the scales, among teacher perceptions revealed as significant to 
principal leadership, which relevant leader behaviors were used the most 
often in the daily interactions of selected elementary principals and their 
stakeholders? 
4. Is the MLQ instrument a valid measurement of principal behaviors in the 





Significance of the Study 
Although transformational leadership and instructional leadership retain 
theoretical appeal for guiding the work of school principals, the utility of this theory in an 
era of high-stakes accountability for teaching and learning remains a question.  Some 
research has established relationships between principal behaviors and improved teacher 
and student performance (Louis, et al., 2010); however, methodological and practical 
issues continue due to the conceptual generalities associated with transformational 
leadership (Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996a, 1996b; Lindle, 2006).  
 
Definitions of Key Terms 
 Attributed Charisma refers to a leader’s way of instilling pride in 
followers, acting in ways that builds followers’ respect, and displaying a 
sense of power and confidence (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Idealized Influence refers to a leader’s way of discussing his or her 
values/beliefs, showing a strong sense of purpose, and demonstrating a 
collective sense of mission (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Inspirational Motivation refers to a leader’s way of talking 
optimistically about the future as well as about what needs to be 
accomplished, and expressing confidence that goals will be achieved 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Intellectual Stimulation refers to a leader’s way of stimulating their 
followers’ efforts to be innovative and creative (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
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 Individual Consideration refers to a leader’s way of treating others as 
individuals rather than members of a group along with helping followers 
to develop their strengths (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Contingent Reward refers to a leader’s way of providing followers with 
assistance in exchange for their efforts and making clear what one can 
expect to receive when goals are achieved (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Management by Exception (Active) refers to a leader’s way of focusing 
attention on and keeping track of mistakes made by followers (Avolio & 
Bass, 2004). 
 Management by Exception (Passive) refers to a leader’s way of refusing 
to interfere until problems become serious and waiting for things to go 
wrong before taking action (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
 Laissez-Faire refers to a leader’s way of avoiding involvement, avoiding 
making decisions, and being absent when needed by followers (Avolio 
& Bass, 2004). 
 
Research Design and Methods 
The research design involved mixed methods; a quantitative instrument and open-
ended interviews along with a follow-up observational multi-case study.  The quantitative 
instrument, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short, devised by Bass and 
Avolio (1995a, 1995b) was used in this study (See Appendix A).  For brevity, it is 
referred to as MLQ in this dissertation.  This study is an exploratory investigation.  
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The researcher obtained from the South Carolina Department of Education a list 
of elementary schools with a 50% or higher poverty index.  Among these schools, 38 
elementary schools had received the Palmetto Gold Award for academic excellence either 
once, twice, or three times during the time period of 2003-2006.  Letters seeking 
permission were sent to these principals, and five principals responded positively for 
participation.  Out of those five schools, one received the prestigious Palmetto Gold 
Award all three years, and the other four schools received it two out of the three years.   
Letters of invitation were sent to 20 elementary schools which did not receive state 
academic recognition any of those three years, and five principals responded with a 
positive participation message.  Thus, the set of participating SC elementary schools had 
greater than 50% poverty, and five were state-recognized for academic achievement 
while five were not.  The 10 schools’ principals and their teachers received the MLQ via 
ground mail and principals’ distribution of surveys and envelopes for return of completed 
surveys to the researcher. 
The study’s next phases included two approaches to describing principals’ 
leadership.  Principals responded to open-ended questions through interviews and mailed 
questionnaires in one of these phases.  Seven principals from the 10 schools agreed to this 
phase of the study.  Four elementary principals were interviewed and asked five open-
ended questions regarding leadership styles and leadership characteristics. Three 
principals responded to the questions via ground mail.  The data were analyzed in 
descriptive terms.  The researcher coded all answers and generated common themes from 
the principals’ answers to expand on the results of the MLQ data. 
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The other exploratory phase expanded on the MLQ results through observations 
of four principals from high poverty schools, which had not been recognized with a state 
award.  The researcher used specific sections of the MLQ identified through analysis of 
teacher responses and converted the items to likely sample principal behaviors.  Then, the 
researcher spent full days observing the principals at work.  These data were tallied, and 
then those schools’ teacher responses to the MLQ were re-visited to find patterns of 
variability among the teachers’ perceptions of these four principals.  The final phases of 
analysis synthesized the MLQ results, interview themes, and observations to describe 
principal leadership behaviors to answer the research questions. 
 
Limitations 
1. Exploratory studies are suggestive of the possible conditions 
surrounding concepts important to a study. 
2. The instrument, MLQ, is a survey developed for use in business and 
industry.  Although used in education, the instrument was not designed 
specifically for school settings.  Furthermore, all surveys are limited in 
reporting only perceptions as responses. 
3. The interview instrument collected responses from a limited set of 
principals.  It was not piloted. 
4. The observation instrument was a researcher-designed measure.  It was 




Multiple methods were employed to balance the limitations of each data source.   
Any exploratory study provides a snapshot that allows investigation into concepts and 
conditions surrounding school leadership. 
 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter 1 provided an overview of the study.  It included the purpose of the 
study, theory, and study procedures. 
Chapter 2 included a review of the literature that focused on key elements of 
transformational leadership compared to transactional leadership along with theory and 
research about instructional leadership, a feature of school reform and accountability 
policy.  The researcher looked closely at a historical perspective of instructional 
leadership and transformational leadership particularly in their applicability to the 
principalship in an era of accountability. 
Chapter 3 covered the research design and methods used in the study. The study 
included a combination of quantitative data and qualitative data.   The methods included 
the use of questionnaire data collected from 110 educators (103 elementary teachers and 
7 elementary principals).  Principals also responded to open-ended questions about their 
leadership. The study included observational data from all-day observations of four of the 
seven participating elementary school principals. 
Chapter 4 provided an analysis of the findings.  This analysis included a detailed 
discussion of teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership style as well as 
principals’ perceptions of their own leadership styles.  The principals’ perceptions were 
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gathered through the MLQ as well as open-ended interviews or mailed questions.  MLQ 
responses were explored through regression and canonical correlation to reveal scales 
pertinent to teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership.  Chapter 4 also included tables 
showing how four leadership style scales emerged for validation through multiple 
regression analyses and canonical correlation analysis. Then, the researcher analyzed 
teachers’ MLQ item responses among the four schools where observations occurred 
through the method of post-hoc chi-square distribution analysis.  
Chapter 5 provided conclusions from the findings.  This chapter included a 
discussion linking the theoretical framework and findings of the study.  This chapter also 




REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
The general question for this study was as follows:  How are teacher and principal 
responses to the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 
1995b), hereinafter referred to as MLQ, validated by principals’ responses to interview 
questions and observations of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors in selected 
cases?  The purpose of this study was to investigate perceptions and observations of 
principal leadership and test the validity of the MLQ instrument in measuring the 
elementary principals’ leadership behaviors in the context of educational accountability 
policy.  The primary purpose of this study was to describe the relationship between 
transformational leadership, transactional leadership and instructional leadership for 
practicing elementary school principals who work in a high-stakes testing policy 
environment.  According to Leithwood (1992), research has determined that effective 
leadership requires both transactional and transformational components. 
The researcher chose to review literature by Bass and Avolio (Avolio, 1994; 
Avolio & Bass, 1988, 2004; Bass 1985, 1997; Bass & Avolio, 1991, 1995a, 1995b) since 
they devised a popular instrument to measure transformational leadership.  The 
researcher excluded literature that did not focus on the leadership scales embedded in the 
MLQ which were transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire 
leadership.  The researcher included literature focused on elementary school leadership 
and excluded middle school and high school leadership since the study involved surveys 
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completed by elementary teachers and elementary principals.  The researcher also 
included literature on transformational leadership in schools (Leithwood, 1992) and 
instructional leadership since according to Hallinger (2003), the two most popular 
leadership models over the last three decades in education have revolved around 
instructional leadership and transformational leadership. 
 
Historical Perspective 
According to Hallinger (2003), the two models used most frequently have been 
instructional leadership in the 1980s and then transformational leadership in the 1990s.  
Instructional leadership emerged in the early 1980s from the effective schools research, 
while transformational leadership is credited to political scientist, James McGregor Burns 
(1978).   An understanding of the leadership philosophies used by principals over the last 
30 years relates to the purposes of the study involving testing the validity of the MLQ 
instrument among selected elementary schools whose principals must lead in the context 
of educational accountability policy. 
 
Instructional Leadership 
The literature on instructional leadership once identified “‘strong, directive 
leadership focused on curriculum and instruction from the principal’ as a description of 
elementary schools that were effective at teaching children in poor urban schools” 
(Hallinger, 2003, p. 329, emphasis original).  According to Hallinger (2003), instructional 
leadership was the “model of choice” (p. 330), for educational leadership internationally 
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in the 1980s and early 1990s during this time frame of effective schools research.  
Instructional leadership ties into components of the MLQ instrument, and it may be 
integrated into transactional leadership theory (Leithwood, et al., 2004). 
There is presently an on-going debate about the values of instructional leadership 
according to Hallinger compared to the values of transformational leadership according 
to Leithwood.  Hallinger (2003) asserted that effective leadership requires both 
transactional and transformational leadership.  Hallinger (2005) stated: 
Struggling at-risk schools may initially require a more assertive top-down  
approach focused on instructional improvement.  Instructional leaders would 
typically set clear, time-based academically focused goals in order to get the 
schools moving in the right direction.  They would take a more hands-on role 
in organizing and coordinating instruction. (p. 225) 
Presumably, the degree of teacher competence or teacher talent on a given faculty helps 
to determine the balance of instructional leadership and transformational leadership 
needed to produce successful results. 
Leithwood (1992) discussed the significance of principals working as 
transformational leaders by empowering teachers to share input and ideas with each other 
and the principal in an effort to improve teacher collaboration among the faculty.  He 
discussed the importance of shared leadership among the principal and emerging teacher 
leaders among the faculty (Leithwood & Riehl, 2005).  Marks and Printy (2003) 
described the effectiveness of integrated leadership, both instructional leadership and 
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transformational leadership, in supporting the classroom teachers toward academic 
achievement. 
Transition within Instructional Leadership 
Research involving educational leadership over the last three decades has changed 
in its major focus and key strategies.  Based on the number of research studies in the time 
frame of 1978-2003, the two most popular models have been instructional leadership and 
transformational leadership (Heck & Hallinger, 1999).   Hallinger (2003) stated, “During 
the school restructuring movement in the 1990s, scholars began to popularise terms such 
as shared leadership, teacher leadership, distributed leadership, and transformational 
leadership” (p. 330).  These new terms surfaced because educational scholars became 
discontented with the instructional model that they believed focused too much on the 
principal as the center of expertise, power, and authority.  Educational leaders started 
looking more closely at the importance of principals and teachers working together on 
important school-based decisions affecting student achievement.   Leithwood (1992) 
discussed how transformational leadership practices have a positive impact on teacher 
collaboration in schools.  Public pressure and mandated accountability increased globally 
over the next 20 years leading to a major philosophical change in the conception of 
instructional leadership as focused on a single leader to a more participative style 
involving the teamwork of principal and teachers (Leithwood & Riehl, 2005).  Now, the 
definition of instructional leadership includes the collective leadership or shared 
leadership of the teachers and administrators working together toward the goal of student 
achievement in the school.  According to Marks and Printy (2003) “When the principal 
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supports high levels of commitment and professionalism from teachers and works 
interactively with teachers in a shared instructional leadership capacity, schools have the 
benefit of integrated leadership; they are organizations that learn and perform at high 
levels” (p. 393). 
There have been extensive studies in the business arena, non-profit organization 
arena, and educational arena with the MLQ instrument focusing on the key factors of 
operational management in business, public service in charity work, with some attention 
to student learning in education.  There have been 27,285 studies using the MLQ 
instrument in business, military, and industry (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 99).  The common 
bond in leadership encompasses the leader’s ability to inspire and motivate the 
employees, volunteers, and teachers to exert a maximum effort to help yield positive 
performance along with positive results.  Avolio and Bass (2004) stated that the 
instrument was designed for evaluation of business leaders as opposed to educational 
leaders, even though many studies have been conducted in schools using the MLQ.  This 
study sought teachers’ perspectives of their principals’ leadership behaviors in order to 
test the validity of the MLQ instrument in the educational arena under conditions of 
educational accountability policy as opposed to the business arena. 
 
Transformational Leadership 
The researcher used the MLQ instrument in this study to explore teachers’ 
perspectives on transformational and transactional leadership styles in the context of 
educational accountability.  The following sections discuss an historical perspective of 
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earlier research involving the transformational leadership model.  This review also covers 
the related literature about the components included in the transformational leadership 
model.   
James McGregor Burns (1978, 1982), has been given credit for the term 
transformational leadership.  Burns (1978) discussed transformational leadership 
strategies that expanded primarily in business, industry, and politics.  Many of these 
leadership strategies are used in the business world as well as the education world.  Burns 
stated: 
Transformational leadership occurs when one or more persons engage with  
others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher  
levels of motivation and morality.  Transformational leadership ultimately  
becomes moral in that it raises the level of human conduct and ethical  
aspirations of both the leader and led, thus, has a transforming effect on both.   
(Burns, 1978, p.6) 
Bass (1985) along with Avolio and Bass (2004) built upon the work of Burns 
(1978) by describing a full leadership model of transformational leadership behaviors 
which enhanced transactional leadership behaviors among effective leaders.  Research 
determined that effective leadership requires both transactional and transformational 
components (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Day, Harris & Hadfield, 2001; Hallinger, 2003; 
Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood & Riehl, 2005; Silins & Mulford, 2004).  Bass and Avolio 
designed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short instruments in 1995 to 
measure transformational leadership used in business and industry (Bass & Avolio, 
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1995a, 1995b).  This 1995 version was a result of ongoing refinement of an instrument 
developed by Bass in 1985 (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
Avolio and Bass (2004) referred to transformational leadership as an inspirational 
and motivational type of leadership. There are several themes associated with 
transformational leadership.  They include worker empowerment, attributed charisma, 
idealized influence, inspirational motivation, individual consideration, intellectual 
stimulation, and active collaboration.   The researcher would like to describe these 
themes in more detail in order to explain the fundamental components associated with 
transformational leadership. 
Worker empowerment refers to the leader’s efforts to engage those she or he 
supervises.  In schools, such leadership would involve the principal empowering teachers 
to actively engage in the process of shared decision-making regarding instruction and 
student achievement.  This strategy of principals sharing authority with teachers to make 
important decisions and distributing this leadership among the teachers while showing 
confidence in them is also referred to as distributed leadership (Spillane, Halverson & 
Diamond, 2001, p. 24).  Distributed leadership involves the combination of macro 
functions and the micro tasks of school leadership.  Such a definition of distributed 
leadership also supports a transformational perspective on leadership.  Leithwood (1992) 
discussed how the transformational principal empowers teachers in a way to place them 
in control of planning, delivering, and assessing instruction according to the state 
standards.  This strategy helps teachers share more ideas and input with each other in a 
collegial manner.  Teachers gain flexibility in using their best judgment along with 
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teacher colleagues on their grade level to ultimately do what they think is best practice 
for their students in terms of teaching and learning.   
Attributed charisma is one of the transformational leadership themes.  Charisma 
involves the ability of the leader to build mutual trust and respect with his followers 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004).   The interpersonal skills, of the leader, factor into his or her 
degree of attributed charisma.  Is the leader a selfish leader or unselfish leader?  Does the 
leader show true appreciation to the workers in the daily interactions with them?  Does 
the leader show flexibility and understanding when workers miss work due to personal 
family issues.  In schools, the question could be formulated as:  Does the principal give 
teachers credit for high student achievement or try to take the credit alone?  These are all 
key questions in this theme of transformational leadership.  The attributed charisma of a 
leader is on display with each daily interaction of communication between the leader and 
each individual in the workplace.  A part of forming these trusting relationships in 
schools would focus on the type of influence a principal presents.  In schools, each 
teacher measures the degree of support that his or her principal gives to him or her in a 
variety of ways concerning the allocation of resources, the backing when attacked 
wrongly by critical parents, along with a long list of factors.  Hallinger (2005) discussed 
how well-intentioned support from principals to teachers in the classroom may make a 
huge impact in schools.  Bryk and Schneider’s (2003) study found that principal respect 
and personal regard for teachers, competence in job responsibilities, and personal 
integrity were associated with relational trust among all adults in a school. 
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Idealized influence is a theme and scale in the MLQ’s transformational measures.  
Avolio and Bass (2004) stated that idealized influence is a leader’s way of discussing his 
or her values/beliefs, showing a strong sense of purpose, and demonstrating a collective 
sense of mission.   Does the leader discuss the importance of making as much progress 
toward the organizational goals as possible? 
Inspirational motivation involves the leader setting a good example for all staff 
members as well as communicating positively high expectations.  Avolio and Bass 
(2004) stated that inspirational motivation is a leader’s way of talking optimistically 
about the future as well as what needs to be accomplished, and expressing confidence 
that goals will be achieved.  Most experts such as Burns (1978) agree that when leaders 
show high moral standards, those they lead show high moral character.  This scale 
pertains to the leaders raising the workers up (transforming them) to higher levels of 
motivation and morality with the key question revolving around, what is in the best 
interest of our organization?  According to Sashkin and Rosenbach (1993), the 
transformational leader helps inspire others to emerge as leaders among the organization.  
Similarly, Leithwood (1992) discussed how transformational principals help inspire 
teachers to emerge in schools as teacher/leaders. These emerging leaders are a critical 
part of the success of collaborative leadership.  Inspirational leaders help to transform the 
feelings, attitudes, and beliefs of followers and allow them to believe in themselves and 
in group goals (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  While looking closely at specific values in 
educational administration, Begley (2004) stated, “It is important to establish a balanced 
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appreciation of the relationships among personal values, professional values, 
organizational values, and social values” (p. 6). 
Individual consideration is a leader’s way of treating others as individuals rather 
than members of a group along with helping each one to develop his or her strengths 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004).  This approach of considering the ideas and input from staff 
members encourages the collaborative leadership philosophy.  Leithwood (1992) 
suggested that transformational leaders help foster teacher growth and development for 
each individual teacher.  Transformational leaders strive to give individual consideration 
to each person and make them feel like an important member of the team.  
Transformational leaders make people feel like they have some input on issues that affect 
them.  Employees are more likely to have a greater commitment and will take greater 
responsibility for what happens to the school.  According to Silins and Mulford (2004), 
successful school reform involves the building of trust, respect, and value of staff 
members’ positive contributions.  They discussed the priority of the development of 
professional relationships which build a school climate of trust and cooperation.   
Intellectual stimulation is the leader’s way of stimulating their followers’ efforts 
to be innovative and creative (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  Transformational principals tend to 
give their teachers opportunities in professional development (Leithwood, 1992).  
Transformational leaders rely on a collaborative leadership approach.  This collaboration 




Active collaboration is a fundamental component and an important theme of the 
transformational leadership model.  Leithwood (1992) pointed to a goal of 
transformational leaders as developing and maintaining a collaborative, professional 
climate.  It is now believed that vision, commitment, communication, and shared 
decision-making are the cornerstones of effective leadership (Leithwood, 1992).  Active 
collaboration involves the ability of the transformational leader to create strong leaders 
among followers.  A recent extensive 10-year study of school leadership by Louis et al. 
(2010) concluded that “increasing teacher influence (shared leadership) may improve 
schools significantly” (p. 40).   
One contrast in work on transformational leadership by Leithwood as compared 
to Bass and Avolio concerns the contexts in which their leaders practice.  Bass and 
Avolio discussed the transformational leadership of leaders in the military and business 
arena while Leithwood specifically described transformational leadership among 
educational leaders, specifically principals, and the significance of their collaborative 
efforts with teachers in a shared leadership philosophy resulting in increasing student 
achievement in schools.   
 
Transactional Leadership 
Transactional leadership is a necessary component of transformational leadership.  
According to Bass (1985) the four key components of transactional leadership include the 
following:   (a) contingent reward leadership, (b) management-by-exception (active), (c) 
management-by-exception (passive), and (d) laissez-faire leadership.  A variety of 
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researchers have investigated transactional leadership, and those results are informed by 
the discussion of Avolio and Bass (2004).  This section concludes with a summary of 
research describing how transformational and transactional leadership combine. 
Contingent reward leadership is one focal component of transactional leadership.  
Followers are motivated by the leaders’ promises, praises, and rewards.  Followers also 
may be corrected by negative feedback, threats, or disciplinary actions.  Transactional 
leadership is based on an exchange of work for various kinds of rewards that the leader 
controls.  In contingent rewarding behavior, leaders either make assignments or they may 
plan with followers about what is to be done in exchange for tangible rewards and 
specific incentives.  According to the study by Lowe and Galen (1996), the effects of 
Contingent Reward on organizational effectiveness confirm that transactional leadership 
is a necessary component of effective management.  Bass (1997) stated, “Leaders engage 
in a constructive path-goal transaction of reward for performance.  They clarify 
expectations, exchange promises and resources for support of the leaders” (p. 134). 
When transactional leaders engage in active management-by-exception, they 
monitor employee performance and correct their mistakes (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  When 
transactional leaders engage in passive management-by-exception, they wait for 
employees’ mistakes to be called to their attention before taking corrective action with 
negative feedback or reprimands.  Finally, laissez-faire leadership as detailed by Avolio 
and Bass (2004) is passive and avoidant leadership.  Laissez-faire leaders do not lead 
because they do not engage in leadership behaviors. 
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Transactional leadership and transformational leadership influenced the outcome 
variables of value commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and teachers’ job 
satisfaction according to a Tanzanian case study (Nguni, Sleegeers & Denessen, 2006).  
The transactional leader is a manager that believes people prefer to be lead, rather than be 
accountable for their own actions and decisions (Silins, 1994).  Leithwood (1992) 
indicated that some researchers claimed that the transactional practices helped people 
recognize what needs to be done in order to reach a desired goal, and that transactional 
and transformational leadership practices are often viewed as complementary. 
Sergiovanni (1990) considered transactional practices to be central in maintaining the 
organization and getting daily routines/procedures completed.  However, he believed that 
such practices did not create improvement.   
Although Avolio and Bass (2004) described transactional leadership as an 
exchange of rewards for services: 
In its more constructive form, transactional leadership is supplemented by 
working with individuals and/or groups, setting up and defining agreements or 
contracts to achieve specific work objectives, discovering individuals’ 
capabilities, and specifying the compensation and rewards that can be expected 
upon completion of the tasks. (p. 3) 
They further discussed the transactional end of the leadership continuum, in its 
most useful form, as being used to help set high standards.  However, transactional 
leadership is often ineffective due to the fact that the leader must have both the 
appropriate resources to reward completed tasks as well as the respect of all employees 
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they lead (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  According to Silins and Mulford (2004), schools can 
experience more success in a learning organization paradigm in which teachers have 
greater opportunities to extend their leadership beyond the classroom (shared leadership). 
In summary, Avolio and Bass (2004) described transactional leadership in the 
following way:   
It is clear that certain aspects of transactional leadership may be 
counterproductive to the aims of the leader, associates, and the overall 
organization.  For example, people may take shortcuts to complete the exchange 
of a reward for compliance to a task or objective.  Quality, versus quantity of 
output, which is more easily measured, may suffer if not as closely monitored by 
the leader.  Game playing may ensue, where rewards are tied to specific 
performance targets, and commitment is nil.  People do exactly what they are told 
to do, no more, no less.  (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p.26) 
Perhaps the most negative examples of transactional leadership would not be effective in 
organizations or schools where growth and improvement were desired.  Despite some 
negative connotations, further development and research findings suggest that 
transactional leadership is a necessary aspect of effective leadership. 
 
Effective Leadership Combination 
Transformational leadership is an extension of transactional leadership.  Avolio 
and Bass (2004) found that when they asked workers around the world to describe 
leadership qualities that made an effective leader, the responses went beyond a 
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description of one who gives rewards based on performance.  The researchers noted that 
“these workers used words such as inspirational, intellectually stimulating, visionary, and 
charismatic” (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 3). 
  Day, Harris, and Hadfield (2001) discussed theories of effective leadership as 
compared to the practices of successful school principals.  They found that successful 
principals demonstrated a combination of both transformational and transactional 
leadership behaviors.  This supported the assertion by Bass (1985) that transformational 
leadership augments transactional leadership as illustrated in Figure 2.1.  The study also 
found that leaders who demonstrated both transformational and transactional leadership 
behaviors valued personal connections.  These leaders were concerned with the modeling 
and promotion of respect, fairness and equality, and caring for the well-being and whole 
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CA:  Mind Garden (Permission letter is included in Appendix B). 
 
 
This review discusses the important leadership strategies associated with both 
transactional and transformational leadership included in this model depicted in Figure 
2.1.  Effective leadership comes in a combination of different styles that work differently 
for certain individuals based on their personalities and specific strengths associated with 
their character traits.  Further, different contexts for leadership may demand differential 
styles of leadership (Duke, 2010).  At least some of these leadership styles are embedded 
in the MLQ instrument used in this study.  The figure symbolizes those effective 
transformational leadership styles that augment transactional leadership styles.  The goal 
of all successful leaders is to overachieve at the workplace.  Howell and Avolio (1993) 
described the complementary nature of transformational leadership and transactional 
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leadership in achieving goals of the organization.  The nine leadership scales that 
comprise both transactional leadership and transformational leadership are embedded in 
the MLQ instrument.  A dual purpose of this study was to explore the validity of the MLQ 
instrument in elementary schools facing accountability policy as well as to elicit a 
description of principals’ leadership, whose work at a transactional level in schools 
include instructional leadership. 
 
Recent Research 
Recent studies investigated the success of the transformational leadership model.  
Day, Harris, and Hadfield (2001) found that successful principals demonstrated a 
combination of both transformational and transactional leadership behaviors.  These 
results seem to replicate findings by Nguni, Sleegen and Denessen (2006) in which 
results suggested that, in order to be effective, school leaders needed to use a combination 
of transformational and transactional leadership behaviors.   An unpublished dissertation 
by Rugg (2005) used the MLQ instrument used to examine teacher satisfaction as it 
related to principal leadership styles in K-12 public schools in Indiana.  Rugg gathered 
responses from 650 randomly selected teachers and found that when principals were 
perceived as demonstrating transformational leadership behaviors, teachers were more 
satisfied.  Rugg stated, “Teachers are more satisfied with principals who earn higher 
MLQ scores in the transformational factors.  The conclusion of a relationship between 
transformational leadership and teacher satisfaction supported the appropriateness of the 
transformational leadership model for K-12 public school principals” (Rugg, 2005, p. 
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76).  According to Silins and Mulford (2004), there is a high priority on the development 
of professional relationships which build a school climate of trust and cooperation as well 
as a school climate in which teachers feel empowered and respected.  According to 
Bogler (2001), findings in Israeli schools support the research that teachers prefer to work 
with a principal who uses a transformational leadership style.  According to Nguni, 
Sleegers and Denessen (2006), the study showed that both transformational and 
transactional leadership factors influenced the outcome variables but transformational 
had stronger positive influence on the outcome variables as compared to transactional.      
As a part of active collaboration, the transformational principal becomes less of a 
supervisor of teacher competence and more of a facilitator of teacher growth and 
development, as a support mechanism (Poole, 1995).  The recent report on the 10-year 
study of school leadership also showed that consistent well-meaning support from 
principals for teachers creates a huge positive impact in schools (Louis et al., 2010).  
Collaborative problem-solving practices take the place of principal-centered authoritative 
practices (Reitzug, 1997). 
Arguably, a unique relationship exists between collaborative leadership and 
transformational leadership.  A single principal faces a lot of challenges to make any or 
all teaching-learning decisions, so it makes good sense for effective principals to get 
input from teachers as much as possible.  Collaboration is two-fold.  One side involves 
the principal collaborating with the teachers on important instructional decisions, and the 
other involves the transformational principal empowering teachers so that they will 
collaborate with each other as a faculty with strong team planning on school-based 
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decisions involving curriculum, instruction, and assessment.  Collective leadership and 
distributed leadership are other terms used for collaborative leadership as teachers and 
principals work together as a strong team to brainstorm and implement important school 
decisions.  According to Poole (1995), the transformational principal fosters professional 
growth and development for teachers.  Active collaboration involves the ability of the 
transformational principal to create strong teacher leaders among the faculty (Leithwood, 
1992; Leithwood & Riehl, 2005).   
According to a recent study with business employees, Tsai, Chen and Cheng 
(2009) concluded that transformational leaders, who were able to create positive moods 
among their employees, could also make a positive impact on employee task performance 
as well as helping to improve co-worker behavior in the work environment.  In the recent 
ten-year study Louis et al. (2010) concluded that “collective leadership has significant 
direct effects on all teacher variables with its strongest effects on teachers’ work setting (r 
= .58), followed by teacher capacity (r = .36) and motivation (r = .25)” (p. 26).  These 
variables combined accounted for a total of 53% of the variance explained.  This 
important research revealed that collective leadership influences student achievement 
through teacher motivation and school climate.  At 53% of the variance explained, this 








There are two policy arenas (federal and state) that play significant roles in setting 
school accountability standards in South Carolina’s public education system.  One is the 
federal law of 2001 called the No Child Left Behind Act (Public Law 107-110), and the 
other is the state law of 1998 called the Education Accountability Act in South Carolina 
(South Carolina Code of Laws § 59-18-100).  Both of these laws required the use of 
annual School Report Cards to the public, and these Report Cards were important for the 
selection process in this study.  Both of these mandated laws implicated the local 
principal in setting a high priority on increasing all students’ academic achievement.  The 
researcher was seeking to determine if the MLQ instrument could measure principal 
leadership in the context of this current accountability system.   The MLQ designed by 
Bass and Avolio (1995a, 1995b) was used in the business and military arenas to measure 
leader behaviors and not the education arena.   
 
No Child Left Behind 
The federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is a United States Act of 
Congress (Public Law 107-110) that enacted policy of standards-based education reform.  
NCLB included the intent of setting high standards/expectations along with establishing 
measurable goals to improve individual student results.  NCLB mandated that each state 
develop assessments to be given to all students in specific grades, if that state chooses to 
receive federal funding for education.  The purpose of this act was to close achievement 
gaps among higher income majority students and those in poverty, those whose first 
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language is not English, those with disabilities, and those from minority ethnic or racial 
backgrounds (Linn, Baker & Betebenner, 2002).  Among the mandates, NCLB included 
policy levels such as accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind.  
 
South Carolina Education Accountability Act 
The Education Accountability Act of 1998 in South Carolina established a 
performance-based accountability system for public education.  The first official School 
Report Card was sent to homes around the state in the fall of 2001 based on state testing 
scores from the 2000-2001 school year.  The State Department of Education must issue 
the executive summary of the report card annually to all schools and districts of the state 
by November 1 (South Carolina Code of Laws § 59-18-930).  Each school must inform 
the parents in their respective communities with a report on state standards.  The grades 
reported in elementary schools are grades 3, 4, and 5.  The core content areas include 
reading, math, science, and social studies.  Schools are given Absolute Grades of 
Excellent, Good, Average, Below Average, and Unsatisfactory.  South Carolina currently 
uses the Palmetto Assessment of State Standards (PASS).  Students are tested in the 
spring of the school year.  The Palmetto Achievement Challenge tests (PACT) were first 
given in the state of South Carolina in the spring of 2001 through the spring of 2008 for 
an eight-year time frame.  South Carolina started giving the Palmetto Assessment of State 
Standards (PASS) testing in the spring of 2008 and has continued it each spring.  
Accountability information was important in the selection of five high-achieving schools 
and five schools that did not receive the similar recognition from the State Department of 
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Education.  The 10 elementary schools were chosen in this study based on PACT test 
scores during the three-year period of 2003-2006. 
Due to this increased, mandated accountability, a principal must engage in shared 
instructional leadership in order to improve student achievement and test scores.  Louis, 
et al. (2010) found in a 10-year study that it is critical for principals to support classroom 
teachers, to increase parental support, and to inspire/motivate students and teachers 
toward improved student achievement.     
Accountability in the business arena as compared to the education arena is 
different.  People in the business world work side-by-side on a daily basis and can 
compare weekly or monthly sales easily. In contrast, a principal does not work with 
students on a daily basis yet still is accountable for annual progress toward student 
achievement.  What can a successful principal do in a proactive manner to reach those 
school accountability goals that are so critically important? The 10-year study by Louis, 
et al. (2010) found principals have a clear, but indirect impact on student achievement 
through the efforts of collective leadership (shared instructional leadership) by positively 




This chapter discussed two conceptual models of educational leadership involving 
instructional leadership and transformational leadership as augmented by transactional 
leadership.  These two models have been the most popular over the last three decades in 
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educational leadership.  Shared instructional leadership was discussed to understand the 
transition between the authoritarian style of instructional leadership to the participative 
style of transformational and shared instructional leadership.  Both transformational and 
transactional leadership styles were discussed in details due to their components being 
embedded in the MLQ instrument used in this study.  However, the MLQ instrument was 
designed to diagnose the individual strengths and weaknesses of business leaders, 
industry leaders, and military leaders, not educational leaders who have an obligation 
under educational accountability to practice instructional leadership.  Chapter Two also 
included the augmentation notion between transactional and transformational leadership.  
The chapter included information regarding the accountability issues across the United 
States due to the federal legislation of NCLB as well as specific legislation in SC known 
as the EAA.  Information was shared based on current research about the kind of 
effective leadership that leads to improved student achievement in schools today.  The 
current research shows high value for the instructional leadership discussed by Hallinger 
(2003) as well as high value for the transformational leadership discussed by Leithwood 
(1992).  Leithwood (1992) applied the transformational leadership discussed by Bass 
(1985) to the teaching and learning world of education involving teachers and principals 
as opposed to followers and leaders.  Leithwood (1992) emphasized how educational 
leaders must focus on instruction and the teaching/learning process.  In the same way that 
effective leaders use a balance of transactional and transformational leadership strategies, 
the research emphasized that the integration of instructional leadership and 
transformational leadership created a synergistic power of leadership (Marks & Printy, 
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2003).  In the ten year study by Louis, et al. (2010), the research discussed the 








This chapter outlined the methods and procedures for this study.  The primary 
purpose was to explore the relationship between transformational leadership, 
transactional leadership and instructional leadership for practicing elementary school 
principals in the context of school accountability policy.  An ancillary purpose of this 
study was to explore principals’ leadership in the context of accountability and to test the 
validity of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 
1995b) instrument in measuring selected elementary principals’ behaviors.  The four key 
research questions were as follows:  1) What was the relationship between elementary 
teachers’ perceptions of their principals in state-recognized high-achieving high poverty 
schools as compared to high poverty schools which have not earned state recognition?  2) 
Which MLQ scales emerged from the survey analysis of the teacher responses?  3) 
Among the scales, among the teacher perceptions revealed as significant to principal 
leadership, which relevant leader behaviors were used the most often in the daily 
interactions of elementary principals and their stakeholders?  4) Is the MLQ instrument a 
valid measurement of principal behaviors in the context of accountability?  The following 
sections are included:  design overview, instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, 







This study was a mixed-methods exploratory design with the researcher using 
data derived from three sources:  (a) an instrument named the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (MLQ), (b) individual interviews with four elementary principals and 
written answers to open-ended questions from three school principals, and (c) day-long 
observations of four of the principals.  The instrument was the commercially-available 
MLQ 5x-Short form developed by Bass and Avolio (1995a, 1995b).  Mind Garden gave 
permission for reproduction of this version of the MLQ in this dissertation (See Appendix 
A).  The MLQ was used to describe teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership 
behaviors on the 45 question survey.  A comparison yielded from MLQ data included 
perceptions of personnel from academically-recognized elementary schools and those 
from elementary schools not recognized.  Per the requirements of this project by 
Clemson’s Institutional Review Board (see Appendix C), the 103 teachers who 
participated in the MLQ surveys were given the Consent Form (see Appendix D).  All ten 
elementary principals were given another Consent Form (see Appendix E).       
Seven principals completed answers to five open-ended leadership questions.  
Two of these principals sent their answers back in stamped, self-addressed envelopes.  
Another principal faxed her answers to the researcher.  Four elementary principals 
participated in one-on-one interviews using the same five questions and an audio 
recorder.  These interview questions were designed to identify key characteristics of 
principals from the perspectives of elementary principals.  Permission forms (samples 
attached in Appendix F and Appendix G) were signed by the seven principals who 
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participated.  Another three principals initially agreed to participate and distributed the 
MLQ to their respective teachers.  However, these three did not follow through with 
completing the principal surveys or answering the five open-ended leadership questions.  
This study included a post-hoc data collection procedure. After analyzing results 
from the MLQ, it was determined that it would be helpful to include a four-principal set 
of observational studies.  These observations were conducted in four all-day observations 
of four elementary school principals.  An observation instrument including 16 items 
associated with key leadership scales was developed for the four-principal set of 
observational studies, and it is included in Appendix H.    
 
Selection of Participants 
Participants were solicited in several phases.  The primary selection process 
focused on selecting five high-poverty schools recognized for their students’ achievement 
in the state’s accountability policy and another five not so-recognized. The researcher 
obtained from the South Carolina State Department of Education a list of high-poverty, 
high-achieving elementary schools, which had received the Palmetto Gold Award at least 
once in a recent three-year period.  Other elementary schools with a poverty index of 
50% or more, but which had not been recognized for achievement also were listed for 
solicitation to participate as a comparison group.  The next phase included letters sent to 
these principals with the intent of seeking approval for participation in this study.  Five 
principals from Palmetto Gold Award schools responded positively to the researcher’s 
letter.    Only one principal from schools which had not been academically recognized 
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agreed to participate which made a total of six schools.   Another phase for the 
solicitation process was added at this point, and the researcher asked four principal 
colleagues in a local medium-sized school district to participate.  The schools fit the 
criteria for high-poverty, non-recognized elementary schools.  Thus, the comparison 
group reached a total of five elementary schools not academically recognized by the state 
to use in the study with the five high-achieving, state-recognized elementary schools. 
 
Tale 3.1 




Not Recognized Total 
Principals 2 5 7 
Teachers 54 49 103 
Total 56 54 110 
 
The study eventually included four categories of participants from 10 selected SC 
elementary schools, as shown in Table 3.1.  Table 3.1 shows the frequency of 
participation in the MLQ survey and principal interview/questionnaire parts of this study. 
Based on the selection design, two principal groups participated in the study, and there 
were two teacher groups that participated in the study.  Table 3.1 shows the response 
frequency of teachers and principals from academically recognized schools as well as 
from schools not recognized. All 10 elementary principals signed a permission letter (see 
Appendix I) agreeing to distribute surveys to the teachers on their respective faculties, 
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and all of the principals distributed the surveys to teachers.  The study included 103 




Principals # Surveys Completed Interviews Case Study 
10 10 7 7 4 
 
Table 3.2 shows the level of participation of the 10 elementary principals.  All ten 
elementary principals distributed MLQ surveys to teachers, but only 7 out of the 10 
principals completed surveys themselves.  These same seven principals completed 
answers to the interview questions for the researcher.  Four of these seven principals 
permitted the researcher to complete all-day observations with them. 
Three principals mailed responses to the researcher’s leadership questions by 
writing their answers during their own time.  Four principals agreed to answer open-
ended questions in a face-to-face interview format for about a 20 to 30-minute time frame 
with the use of an audio recorder. These same four principals allowed the researcher to 
observe their leadership behaviors in an all-day observation on-the-job at their 






Selection of Cases for Observations 
Observations were added post-hoc to the research design given the principals’ 
participation rate and the MLQ results.  The observation phase of the research permitted a 
deeper exploration of principal leadership in the context of educational accountability 
policy.  Given the fact that a good rapport existed between the researcher and four 
principal colleagues in the local medium-sized school district and the convenience for 
working out these observations in a timely manner, the four elementary principals in the 
local district were selected for a four-principal observational study to explore the 
leadership behaviors of principals on the job.  All four of these elementary schools were 
included in the MLQ data and interview data as well. 
 
Instrumentation 
Three sources were used for data collection in this unique study including the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, interviews/open-ended questionnaires with 
principals, and the observations of four principals.  Each data collection instrument was 
validated and checked for reliability in the following procedures. 
 
MLQ Development, Validity and Reliability 
The first source of data came from the MLQ devised by Bass and Avolio (1995a, 
1995b).  The MLQ had nine leadership style scales and three outcome factors.  Table 3.3 





Leadership Subscales on the MLQ 
Leadership Style Scale Subscales # of Questions 
Transformational 
Attributed Charisma 4 
Idealized Influence 4 
Inspirational Motivation 4 
Intellectual Stimulation 4 
Individual Consideration 4 
Total 5 20 
Transactional 
Contingent Reward 4 
Management-by-Exception (A) 4 
Management-by-Exception (P) 4 
Laissez-faire Leadership 4 
Total 4 16 
Outcome Factors 
Effectiveness 4 
Extra Effort 3 
Satisfaction 2 
Total 12 45 
 
As shown in Table 3.3, transformational leadership style scales included 
Attributed Charisma, Idealized Influence, Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual 
Stimulation, and Individual Consideration.  Transactional leadership scales included 
Contingent Reward, Management-by-Exception (Active), Management-by-Exception 
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(Passive), and Laissez-faire leadership.  Three outcome factors included effectiveness, 
extra effort, and satisfaction. 
The MLQ Manual (Avolio & Bass, 2004) claimed satisfactory support for using 
the nine leadership scales as a basis for research, assessment, and development (p.79). 
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ5R) was originally designed by Bass in 
1985 to measure a range of leadership behaviors including transformational, 
transactional, and non-transactional/laissez-faire leadership.  The MLQ has undergone 
several revisions by Avolio and Bass since 1985 due to some criticism. 
In response to the criticism, Avolio and Bass (2004) performed a series of factor 
analyses with the MLQ5R which resulted in the development of the current nine-factor 
format of the MLQ 5x-Short version.  Nine different data sets (N = 2154) from 
independent researchers were used to test the validity of the instrument.  The current 
version of the MLQ 5x-Short, used in this study gives more detail to the full range of 
leadership as described by Bass and Avolio in 1991. 
Bass and Avolio made changes in this 1995 version of the MLQ instrument as 
compared to the 1985 version by including two correlated higher-order factors to 
represent the transactional and transformational contingent reward leadership scales.  
This addition helped to enhance the discriminant validity between the transformational 
factor including charisma, inspirational leadership, along with intellectual stimulating 
leadership and the factor including individualized consideration and contingent reward 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
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In order to measure internal consistency with the MLQ (Avolio & Bass, 2004), 
reliabilities within the leadership scales were determined by calculating Cronbach’s 
Alpha coefficient values for each of the nine leadership factors.  Cronbach’s alpha is a 
popular reliability statistic used today to help determine the internal consistency or 
average correlation of items in a survey (Thorndike, 2000).  Cronbach’s alpha is more 
versatile because it can be used with instruments made up of items of three or more 
possible values such as a Likert-type instrument with five choices such as 0,1,2,3,4 
(Cormier & Huck, 1996).  The following were the reliability coefficients:  attributed 
charisma (.75), idealized influence (.70), inspirational motivation (.83), intellectual 
stimulation (.75), individualized consideration (.77), contingent reward (.69), 
management-by-exception (active) (.75), management-by- exception (passive) (.70), 
laissez-faire (.71).  These alphas in the low range of .69 to a moderate range of .83 raise 
questions about the reliability strength of the instrument design. The reliability 
coefficients for the three outcome factor scales were extra effort (.83), effectiveness (.82), 
and satisfaction (.79).  These alphas for the outcome factors are a little better than the 
leadership scales but still not a strong correlation such as .90 or higher.  These reliability 
scores were calculated by Avolio and Bass (2004) for a total sample of 27, 285 in the 
United States.  These samples by Avolio and Bass included studies in the military, 
industrial, and business arena with the use of the MLQ as opposed to all samples being 
completed in the education arena.  Perhaps the variation of the reliability coefficients may 
be explained by the variety of work contexts across the 27,285 participants.   
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The researcher sent the surveys to the 10 elementary school principals who agreed 
to participate in the study (Appendix I), and asked him or her to distribute surveys to all 
teachers.  The researcher does not know if surveys were put in teachers’ boxes or handed 
to them.  This is an important omission and a delimitation of this study.  Possibly, a 
teacher could feel more pressure if the principal (his or her immediate supervisor) handed 
the survey to the teacher as opposed to the teacher simply retrieving the survey from his 
or her teacher mail slot.  The MLQ Manual (Avolio & Bass, 2004) emphasized that the 
survey results could be inflated up to a full point due to a leader’s distribution of the 
MLQ rather than a delegated person (p.15).   
A large envelope was sent to each principal.  The large envelope included smaller 
self-addressed stamped envelopes to be given to all teachers.  The rater form (Appendix 
J) was included in all teacher envelopes.  The leader form (Appendix K) was included in 
the one smaller envelope addressed to the principal.  Instructions were included to mail 
survey forms to the researcher’s place of employment.   Per IRB requirements, envelopes 
contained informed consent forms (see Appendix L) which included some details of the 
purpose of the study along with information about voluntary participation that were sent 
to participating principals and to participating teachers.   
 
Interviews 
The second source of data came from the interview questions given to 10 
elementary principals.  The seven principals who participated in the interviews were the 
same seven principals who participated in the MLQ surveys along with their teachers.  
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Per the typical means of recording interviews, these sessions were audio recorded (Kvale 
& Brinkmann, 2009, p. 178).  The researcher interviewed four principals face-to-face 
with the use of an audio recorder for about 20-30 minutes each, and the researcher 
received answers from three principals by mail.  The questions were developed by the 
researcher and Dr. Jack Flanigan, recently retired from Clemson University, and the list 
of questions can be viewed in Appendix M.  The purpose of these questions was to 
encourage practicing elementary principals to reflect on some key leadership practices. 
Each question was designed to identify common themes to relevant and popular 
questions.  These questions were not piloted.  Per IRB requirements, permission forms 
were signed by participating principals for the interviews (see Appendix F) as well as the 
three principals who sent in written answers (see Appendix G).   
 
Observations 
The third source of data was an observation instrument including 16 behaviors 
associated with four of the MLQ leadership scales. The observation descriptions were 
devised by the researcher and used in an observational study of selected principals (See 
Appendix H).  Corbin and Strauss (2008) stated, “Observations put researchers right 
where the action is, in a place where they can see what is going on” (p.30).  On the MLQ 
instrument designed by Bass and Avolio (1995a, 1995b), there were four questions within 
each of the leadership scales of Intellectual Stimulation, Contingent Reward, Attributed 
Charisma, and Inspirational Motivation.  These scales emerged as more potent 
descriptors in the MLQ analysis of teacher responses as described in the results section of 
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Chapter Four.  The researcher interpreted the 16 items from the MLQ in a descriptive list 
of potential principal behaviors which made up the designed observation instrument used 
in the observational study (see Appendix H).  Here is an example of an observed behavior 
statement for each scale:  
Intellectual Stimulation- Principal seeks input from people most affected by the 
situation that will make a positive impact on local school. 
Contingent Reward- Principal gives early leave passes or other perks to teachers.  
Attributed Charisma- The principal acts in ways that builds my respect. 
Inspirational Motivation- The principal talks optimistically about the future. 
The researcher observed four of the interviewed principals, who also were 
colleagues in the same district.  In the literature Corbin and Strauss (2008) discussed, 
“When we, as researchers, share a common culture with our participants, it makes good 
sense, then, to draw upon those experiences to gather insight into what our participants 
are describing” (p.80).  
 
Researcher as Instrument 
The multi-methods of this study created a differing set of conditions for the 
researcher’s positionality in relation to the participants. The intended and unintended 
effects of the researcher presence differed for the survey, the interviews, and the 
observations. 
For the survey, the researcher was a distant and unknown figure to most of the 
teachers and all but four of the seven principals who completed the MLQ.  Some teachers 
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that work in the same district could have known the researcher from district-based 
professional development.  However, the researcher asked practicing principals to deliver 
the MLQ to their teachers.  As noted by Avolio and Bass (2004), that delivery method 
may have inflated the results.   
During the interviews, the researcher position held more potency in interactions 
with the principals face-to-face, but since three of the principals mailed in their 
responses, the researcher positionality remained somewhat similar to the MLQ presence. 
The researcher was not able to probe for more details on the interview questions with the 
three principals who mailed in their responses. In the face-to-face situations, rapport was 
established by the working relationship between the researcher and the four principals.  
These principals seemed comfortable with the interview design and its purpose. 
At the observation phase, there was a political perspective involved in this study 
since the researcher, who serves as an elementary principal, was interviewing and 
observing colleagues within the same school district.  According to Anderson, Herr, and 
Nihlen (2007), “It is political in the obvious sense that asking critical questions about 
one’s practice and school can offend those with a stake in maintaining the status quo” 
(p.6). 
There are some concerns when the researcher is used in the study as an instrument 
for collecting data.  According to Marshall and Rossman (2011), “Another challenge 
facing the researcher is to explicitly and implicitly demonstrate competence, and the 
standard depends on the purpose and scope of the research” (p.8).  This study provided 
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the researcher a reflective opportunity during the analysis of survey and interview 
answers along with observational data of elementary principals and their schools.   
The accuracy of the researcher was a key factor in collecting the data for this 
study.  The researcher discussed the number of teachers beforehand with each of the ten 
principals so that the accurate number of surveys could be mailed to the principal at each 
school in separate individual envelopes in the hopes of showing confidentiality.  The 
teachers mailed the surveys in the self-addressed stamped envelopes directly to the 
researcher’s place of employment as opposed to being given back to the principal.  The 
researcher replayed the audio recorder several times from the four interviews to make 
sure answers were coded accurately for each leadership question in the appropriate 
category.  The researcher double-checked the number of tallies on the observation 
worksheets to make sure math was accurate in documenting frequencies.         
There are certainly assets and limitations associated with this design using the 
researcher as an instrument.  The advantages include the researcher’s familiarity with the 
school culture of his colleagues which can help with aligning behaviors to the leadership 
scales as opposed to observing other principals in other parts of the state that are not as 
comfortable with the researcher.  There are limitations associated with the chance that a 
principal can model certain behaviors on that specific observation day that may be 
different than the typical work day behaviors and interactions.  The observation piece was 






The three data sources were the MLQ surveys from teachers and principals, the 
responses from seven elementary principals on the five open-ended interview questions, 
and the observation data gathered during four all-day observations of four elementary 
school principals on their jobs.  The four types of analyses used on MLQ responses 
included:  1) Multiple regression analyses of the MLQ surveys 2) Canonical correlation 
analysis 3) Post-hoc chi-square distribution analysis and 4) simple t-test comparing the 
means of the teacher responses. For the five open-ended questions, the researcher tallied 
responses from the elementary principals after repeatedly listening to the audio recorded 
answers along with reading the written answers of three principals.  The researcher wrote 
descriptive notes of principal interactions with staff members on the all-day observations 
and then tallied each interaction into one of the observed behavior scales on the devised 
instrument (see Appendix H).  The details of these analyses will be shown in Chapter 4. 
 
MLQ Analysis Steps  
This data collection began during the 2008-2009 school year.  Surveys were sent 
to 262 elementary teachers and 10 principals in two groups of high-poverty South 
Carolina elementary schools, five schools that had been recognized for academic success 
by the state and five that had not been so recognized.  Descriptive statistics were used to 





A t-test was used to compare the means of teacher responses on the MLQ between the 
teachers in the five high-achieving schools with the teachers in the five other schools that 
were not recognized by the South Carolina State Department of Education.  If researchers 
want to compare two samples in terms of the mean scores, they can use a strategy of 
setting up and testing a null hypothesis, using inferential statistics (Cormier & Huck, 
1996). The null hypothesis for a t-test is to state that there is no difference in comparing 
the means of the two samples. 
Multiple regression analyses were used to compare the teacher responses and 
principal responses for all 10 elementary schools as well as in the four-principal case 
study.  According to Mertler and Vannatta (2005), multiple regression analysis is used as 
a means of explaining causal relationships among variables.  Effectiveness, Extra Effort, 
and Satisfaction were used as dependent variables.  They were outcome factors of the 
MLQ instrument.  Cohen and Cohen (1983) suggested that when the number of potential 
causal factors increases in the use of multiple regressions, their measures increase in 
uncertainty, and weak theories emerge and compete with each other. 
Canonical correlation analysis was used on the MLQ data as well.  According to 
Thorndike (2000) canonical correlation analysis can be viewed as the most general of the 
traditional least-squares methods for the analysis of data.  It involves cross-loading or 
cross-validation procedures. Canonical correlation handles three or more variables 
simultaneously as compared to bivariate association measures such as the Pearson or 
zero-order correlations.  Researchers face challenges interpreting canonical correlation 
analysis according to Nimon, Henson, and Gates (2010).  The challenges include the 
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analysis of the dependent variables along with the study of the relationship between the 
two sets of variables.  Canonical correlation analysis enables the researcher to include 
multiple dependent measures such as Effectiveness, Extra Effort, and Satisfaction as 
outcome factors in this study.  According to Thompson (1991), a multivariate method of 
analysis such as canonical analysis can better simulate the reality from which the 
researcher is making generalizations. 
The teacher responses were compared from the MLQ data in the four schools 
involved in the all-day observations of principal behavior.  According to Cormier and 
Huck (1996) “When three or more samples are compared, a statistically significant 
outcome simply indicates that it is unlikely that all corresponding populations are 
distributed in the same way across the categories of the response variable” (p.534).  A 
post-hoc chi-square analysis was used to show the distribution of teacher responses as a 
means of further exploring the results of the all-day observations made among four of the 
principals.  A chi-square analysis was used as opposed to an ANOVA due to the fact that 
it is a more appropriate method to help compare level of data representing teacher 
responses per each question.  Although the MLQ is a likert-scale instrument and its total 
scores and means yield to parametric analysis, each item is a categorical set of responses.   
Chi-square analysis provides an appropriate technique for categorical variables (Cormier 







The data analysis procedure involved analyzing all five open-ended questions 
during the interview sessions at the school site of each principal along with analyzing the 
answers sent in by three other principals.  The researcher listened several times to the 
answers on the audio cassette given in the four interview sessions so that answers could 
be coded as accurately as possible.  Saldana (2009) discussed how there is insufficient 
literature that outlines the pragmatic process of thematic analysis, but the process does 
involve coding answers so that common themes can emerge from the answers to the 
questions by the researcher.  According to Boyatzis (1998), thematic analysis is a process 
for encoding qualitative data.  The coding helps to identify emerging common themes.  It 
is directly observable from repeating and similar answers from the audio recorder.  The 
researcher analyzed common themes from the answers given by the seven elementary 
principals which will be discussed in Chapter Four. 
 
Observational Analysis 
The observation instrument which included 16 descriptors of the four leadership 
scales (4 descriptors per scale) used in the four-principal all-day observations was 
devised by the researcher.  The researcher looked carefully at the 16 items included in the 
MLQ and developed a set of descriptions representative of potential, observable principal 
behaviors. 
The purpose for observations of the four principals was to explore enacted 
leadership in elementary school settings given their high-poverty and high stakes 
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accountability environment.  The researcher charted leadership behaviors using tallies 
within the four key leadership scales that each of the four principals demonstrated in their 
interactions and words to staff members, parents, stakeholders and to the researcher 
throughout the eight-hour work day.  The analysis included descriptive statistics by 
calculating frequencies (tally marks) for each of the four key leadership scales for all four 
principals for the four total observation days in the elementary schools. This detailed 
analysis will be included in Chapter Four.   
 
Delimitations of the Study 
Only 10 elementary schools in South Carolina were included in this study.  Five 
principals from academically recognized, high poverty schools agreed to participate in 
this study.  Another five schools with high poverty, but which had not received state 
academic recognition were invited and agreed to participate in the study.  Despite their 
agreement to participate, only two of five principals from the academically recognized 
schools completed the MLQ surveys and the open-ended questions.  This selection 
procedure and the attrition of participants delimit the findings to exploratory descriptions 
rather than generalization of findings. 
The interviews and observation instruments were researcher-designed and neither 
included pilot-testing steps. Thus, the results from these instruments are delimited to a 





Limitations of the Study 
The research, design, and methods in this study all have limitations. Mixed 
methods permit researchers to enhance their studies with multiple data sources designed 
to accommodate some single design limitations (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Teddlie 
& Tashakkori, 2009).   
Surveys are limited to perceptions which the participants choose to report, and are 
not reports of behaviors.  Surveys with forced-choice responses, such as the MLQ, 
prevent researchers from probing for the reasoning behind the responses (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2007). 
Interviews provide the advantage of probing for deeper understanding of 
participants’ responses (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009; Marshall & 
Rossman, 2011).  On the other hand, interviews are limited by the skill of the researcher 
in establishing rapport and eliciting more conversation from the interviewees. As with 
survey designs, interview responses are reports of perceptions based on memory or 
beliefs, rather than real-time descriptions of behaviors. 
While observation data permits recording of real-time behaviors, this design also 
holds limitations. Each record depends on the observer’s judgment in recording a 
behavior per its operational definition (Marshall & Rossman, 2011).  The application of 
observations by multiple observers may offer more or less consistency in data records.  
However, in this study, the researcher was the sole observer. 
Multiple methods offer the potential for overcoming limitations of any single 
method error (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). This study 
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collected data from multiple sources in a complementary fashion to address some 
limitations of each data collection method. The limitations on surveys, interviews and 
observations may be somewhat ameliorated by the combination of these procedures.   
 
Summary 
According to the MLQ Manual (Avolio & Bass, 2004) context matters in terms of 
where the instrument is used to test the transformational leadership in particular 
organizations and institutions.  The instrument was designed to test the transformational 
leadership of leaders in corporations and other companies in the business world as 
opposed to leaders in education.  However, the instrument has been used many times over 
the years in educational settings.  
This chapter discussed the various methods used in this study along with some 
literature explaining the combination of methods used for this study.  Reasons were given 
on why the specific types of analyses were used in this study along with discussion of the 
limitations and delimitations of the project’s selection parameters. 
Two of the instruments for data collection were research-design protocols.  The 
researcher designed a set of open-ended questions, and the data was collected in face-to-
face interviews as well as written responses. Also, the researcher designed an observation 
instrument to use while observing four principals’ leadership behaviors. These 
observations were designed post-hoc to enhance and explore findings from the MLQ 
surveys on four of its subscales:  (a) Inspirational Motivation, (b) Intellectual 
Stimulation, (c) Attributed Charisma, and (d) Contingent Reward.   
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For this study, multiple methods were applied to explore leadership behaviors of 
elementary school principals in the context of educational accountability policy.  The 
MLQ helped to compare teachers’ perceptions with the principals’ perceptions on 
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors.  The interviews helped to get 
principals’ perspectives on researcher-determined open-ended leadership questions.  The 
principal observations across four schools further enabled a description of leadership 
behaviors during interactions with staff members.  Even though this study was a snapshot 
of selected schools and principals in the context of school accountability policy, the 
results provided an exploratory description of elementary school leadership in the context 






PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
 
This study was a multiple-method exploratory design. Its purpose was to describe 
selected elementary school principals’ leadership in the context of school accountability 
policy. The theoretical basis for this study primarily included perceptions of 
transformational and transactional leadership as measured by principal and teacher 
perceptions in two kinds of  high-poverty schools (academically recognized and not) on 
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x-Short (Bass & Avolio, 1995a, 1995b).  
Principal perceptions were further explored through a researcher-designed open-ended 
questionnaire administered in face-to-face interviews or with written responses, 
depending on the participants’ preferences. Four leadership style scales emerged through 
an analysis of the MLQ data, and the researcher extended the data collection to include 
four all-day observations of four of the seven participating principals in this study.  The 
following key questions drove this study: 
1. What was the relationship between elementary teachers’ perceptions of 
their principals in state-recognized high achieving, high poverty schools 
as compared to high poverty schools which had not earned state 
recognition? 
2. Which Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire scales emerged from the 
survey analysis based on the teachers’ responses? 
3. Among the scales, among teacher perceptions revealed as significant to 
principal leadership, which relevant leader behaviors were used the most 
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often in the daily interactions of selected elementary principals and their 
stakeholders? 
4. Is the MLQ instrument a valid measurement of principal behaviors in the 
context of accountability? 
This chapter is organized to answer these questions with a careful analysis of surveys, 
interview answers from principals, and observations of four principals. 
 
Profile of Participants 
The following table represents the number of completed MLQ surveys from the 
ten elementary schools across the state of South Carolina.  Seven out of the ten principals 
completed the surveys, and 103 teachers from 10 schools, five state-recognized for 
achievement and five not so-recognized, completed the surveys. 
 
Table 4.1 
Demographic Chart – MLQ Survey Analysis 
Teachers Principals Number of Schools 
103 7 10 
 
The researcher contacted each of the 10 principals by phone to obtain an accurate 
number of teachers on his or her faculty in order to mail an adequate number of surveys 
to each school.  The researcher then sent out a large envelope to each principal containing 
enough smaller individual envelopes for each teacher to return the MLQ rater survey (see 
Appendix J) along with another smaller envelope addressed to the principal including the 
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MLQ leader survey (see Appendix K).  The researcher included a letter regarding the 
confidentiality of the study (see Appendix L) as well as a self-addressed envelope to 
make it easier for the participant to mail back the completed survey to the researcher.  
The completed surveys were sent to the researcher’s employment site.  Only seven 
principals returned surveys, and of these, only two principals were from Academically 
Recognized Schools (Palmetto Gold Schools) and five of these principals were from not-
state-recognized schools.     
The following table represents the level of participation of the elementary school 
principals with the interview portion of this study.  The same seven principals that 
completed MLQ leader surveys also participated in one way or another with answering 
the five open-ended interview questions focusing on educational leadership. 
 
Table 4.2 
Demographic Chart – Interview Analysis 
Principal Face-to-Face Mailed Answer 
PG 0 2 
Other 4 1 
Note: PG= Palmetto Gold recognized schools. 
 
Table 4.2 displays the means by which interviews were collected.  Four 
elementary principals agreed to face-to-face interviews.  These four principals were 
colleagues of the researcher, and the researcher interviewed each one of them at their 
respective school sites.  These four principals were leading schools Not State 
Recognized.  Three principals mailed their completed answers to the researcher.  Two of 
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these three principals were leading Palmetto Gold Award-Winning Schools 
(Academically Recognized Schools), and the third principal who responded by mail was 
leading a school Not State Recognized.  
The following table (Table 4.3) displays demographic and descriptive details 
regarding the four schools involved in the observation portion of this study.  These four 
elementary schools were located in the same medium-sized school district in South 
Carolina where the researcher served as an elementary principal as well.  All four of these 
elementary schools were high poverty, low-achieving, Title One schools and not 
recognized by the state as academically high achieving schools (Other Schools).  The 
observations included the interactions among two female principals and two male 
principals with school stakeholders during the course of one school day. 
 
Table 4.3 














School 1 Female 9 years 348 56.1% Average Good 
School 2 Female 14 years 257 66.6% Good Excellent 
School 3 Male 19 years 350 81.7% Average Average 
School 4 Male 3 years 390 68.0% Average Average 
 
In the observation analysis, the researcher spent an entire day with each of the 
four elementary principals described in Table 4.3 above.  These schools made up four of 
the five unrecognized Schools (Other Schools) whose MLQ results were compared to the 
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five Palmetto Gold Schools.  It was important to note the academic ratings of School 2 
above in Table 4.3 with an Absolute Rating of Good along with a Growth Rating of 
Excellent, even though these ratings were not high enough for state recognition.  This 
was an important fact to identify along with the analysis of data, and the researcher will 
discuss more in detail later in this chapter about this significance to the overall study.  
The researcher charted tallies in four key leadership scales, identified through the MLQ 
results, on a researcher-designed instrument.  These observations were made to permit an 




The validated instrument used in this study was the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire 5x-Short surveys developed by Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio (1995a, 
1995b).  Bass and Avolio defined the MLQ’s measurement through 9 leadership scales 
and 3 outcome factors with 45 items or questions.  Teachers completed the MLQ 5x-Short 
Rater Forms expressing their individual perceptions of their respective principals 
(Appendix J).  The principals completed the MLQ 5x-Short Leader Forms concerning 
self-perceptions on similarly conceived measures in 45 items (Appendix K).   
Comparisons were made using multiple regressions and a canonical correlation 
along with an independent t-test between the teacher responses on the MLQ surveys from 
the five Palmetto Gold Recognized elementary schools and the other five elementary 
schools that were not so-recognized. None of the 12 leadership scales showed a 
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significant result in the t-test as all p-values were greater than .05 (t-scores ranged from -
1.844 to .557, equal variances not assumed, given degrees of freedom ranging from 99.5 
to 107.998 with p-values ranging from .07 to .788). 
This study investigated teachers’ perceptions of effective leadership styles among 
elementary principals, as measured by one of MLQ scales, Effectiveness, as the dependent 
variable.  The researcher completed a multiple regression using the data from the 103 
teacher responses on the MLQ in ten elementary schools.  A model was built to see how 9 
MLQ independent variables (Attributed Charisma, Idealized Influence, Inspirational 
Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Individual Consideration, Contingent Reward, 
Management-by-Exception (Active), Management-by-Exception (Passive), and Laissez-
Faire) influenced the dependent variable of Effectiveness. 
Table 4.4 includes the descriptive statistics from teacher responses among the ten 
elementary schools.  The N count for teachers related to Effectiveness was 102 as 






Descriptive Statistics for All Schools’ MLQ 
Variable N Mean Standard Deviation 
AttCharisma 103 3.12 1.00 
IdealInfluence 103 3.23 .85 
InspMotiv 103 3.41 .82 
IntelStim 103 2.88 .95 
IndivConsid 103 2.64 1.02 
ContingReward 103 3.18 .94 
MgtExceptAct 103 1.59 .96 
MgtExceptPass 103 1.28 1.04 
LaissezFaire 103 .95 .99 
Extra Effort 103 2.97 1.22 
Satisfaction 103 3.25 1.10 
Effectiveness 102 3.31 .91 
 
Table 4.4 includes only teacher responses from the 10 elementary schools.  This 
exploration of data was limited to teachers’ perceptions of their leaders’ style; thus, the 
seven principals’ responses were not included in this analysis.   
The following table (Table 4.5) displays a multiple regression of 103 teacher 
responses.  This regression depicted the relationship between the nine leadership scales as 






MLQ Multiple Regression for All Schools  
Variable Beta Significance 95% CI 
AttCharisma .114 .22 [-.065, .274] 
IdealInfluence .137 .08 [-.018, .312] 
InspMotiv .202  *.02 [.036, .416] 
IntelStim .163 .06 [-.008, .323] 
IndivConsid .078 .31 [-.066, .207] 
ContingReward .321  *.00 [.154, .471] 
MgtExceptAct -.039 .40 [-.122, .048] 
MgtExceptPass -.021 .74 [-.129, .092] 
LaissezFaire 0.10 .88 [-.114, .134] 
Note:  CI=Confidence interval. *p< .05 Dependent Variable: Effectiveness. Teacher responses only. 
 
Table 4.5 displays details of a multiple regression analyses completed on all ten 
elementary schools based only on teacher responses to the MLQ surveys.  The teachers’ 
responses revealed their perceptions of their principals’ leadership styles. The multiple 
regression model yielded significance in the transformational leadership style scale of 
Inspirational Motivation (p<.02) and the transactional leadership style scale of 
Contingent Reward (p<.00). 
The following table (Table 4.6) includes the descriptive statistics for the teacher 
MLQ responses from the set of observation schools.  These four schools included 45 





Four Observation Schools’ MLQ Descriptive Statistics  
Variable N Mean Standard Deviation 
AttCharisma 45 3.01 1.03 
IdealInfluence 45 3.08 .82 
InspMotiv 45 3.29 .81 
IntelStim 45 2.82 .98 
IndivConsid 45 2.62 .98 
ContingReward 45 3.06 .93 
MgtExceptAct 45 1.44 .77 
MgtExceptPass 45 1.29 .98 
LaissezFaire 45 .96 .97 
Effectiveness 45 3.17 .93 
 
Table 4.6 includes teacher responses only from the four schools in the 
observations of four elementary principals.  The researcher decided after analyzing the 
MLQ surveys in all ten schools, it would be beneficial to explore the teacher responses in 
a selected group of four elementary schools in order to dig deeper into understanding key 
leadership behaviors of elementary principals.  This step was included as a post-hoc 
modification to the study’s exploratory design since not all the principals from the 
originally selected schools participated in either the MLQ or the interviews.  To further 
explore principals’ leadership styles in the conditions of school accountability, the 
extension of the design into observations at four schools also included a multiple 
regression of those schools’ MLQ responses, and chi-square analyses for each of the 
scales used as a basis for observations.  
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The following table (Table 4.7) displays the results of the multiple regressions 
based on the 45 teacher responses of the four observation schools.  The asterisks identify 
the two significant leadership scales. 
 
Table 4.7 
Observation Schools’ MLQ Multiple Regression  
Variable Beta Significance 95% CI 
AttCharisma .096 .54 {-.195,.368} 
IdealInfluence -.004 .97 {.236,.226} 
InspMotiv .283 *.03 {.037,.610} 
IntelStim .353 *.01 {.076,.591} 
IndivConsid .271 .10 {-.056,.568} 
ContingReward .061 .66 {-.219,.341} 
MgtExceptAct -.035 .62 {-.211,.127} 
MgtExceptPass -.036 .70 {-.210,.141} 
LaissezFaire .088 .37 {-.104,.271} 
Note:  CI=Confidence interval. *p< .05 Dependent Variable: Effectiveness. Teacher responses only. 
 
Table 4.7 displays details of a multiple regression analysis completed on the four 
schools involved in the observation portion of this study.  Based on these teachers’ 
perceptions of their principals’ leadership styles, the multiple regressions yielded 
significance on the MLQ in the transformational leadership style scale of Inspirational 
Motivation (p<.03) and the transformational leadership style scale of Intellectual 
Stimulation (p<.01).  Therefore, in the two multiple regression analyses, one for the 
whole group and one for the observation  schools,  three MLQ  scales, Inspirational 
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Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Contingent Reward, emerged at levels of 
significance of p < .05 as shown in Tables 4.5 and 4.7. 
The following table (Table 4.8) includes the descriptive statistics of 102 teachers 
and 7 principals for a total of 109 educators.  One teacher did not answer all questions on 
the survey regarding the leadership scale of Effectiveness. 
 
Table 4.8 
All MLQ Participants’ Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Mean Standard Deviation 
Effectiveness 109 3.34 .89 
AttCharisma 109 3.20 .98 
IdealInfluence 109 3.25 .83 
InspMotiv 109 3.42 .80 
IntelStim 109 2.91 .93 
IndivConsid 109 2.69 1.01 
ContingReward 109 3.20 .92 
MgtExceptAct 109 1.61 .95 
MgtExceptPass 109 1.27 1.02 
LaissezFaire 109 .92 .97 
 
Table 4.8 includes all educator responses (102 teachers and 7 principals) for a 
total of 109.  Effectiveness, at the top of the table, was used as the dependent variable, 
and one teacher’s responses for the Effectiveness measures were missing and not included 
in this analysis. 
The following table (Table 4.9) shows a multiple regression of 109 educator 
responses.  The regression explored the relationships between the nine independent 
70 
 
variables (the nine leadership scales on the MLQ) and the dependent variable of 
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Table 4.9 includes two models.  Model 1 includes six independent variables while 
model two adds three more independent variables for a total of nine independent 
variables.  Both models use Effectiveness as the dependent variable.  It is interesting to 
note that there is only a slight change in R square from .870 to .873 when adding the 
three independent variables in the model 2 version.  In Model 1, 87% of the variance in 
the criterion variable was explained by  the variance of the six combined predictor 
vatiables.  In Model 2, 87.3% (an additional .3 percent) of the variance in the criterion 
variable was explained by  the variance of the nine combined predictor variables. 
The following table (Table 4.10) includes 103 teacher responses from all 10 
schools and 7 principal responses for a total of 110 educator responses. This specific 
table includes 110 responses as opposed to 109 due to the fact that the one teacher, who 
failed to answer all questions regarding Effectiveness, did answer all questions regarding 






All Participants Canonical Input Data 
Variable N Mean Standard Deviation 
AttCharisma 110 3.20 .98 
IdealInfluence 110 3.26 .83 
InspMotiv 110 3.43 .80 
IntelStim 110 2.92 .94 
IndivConsid 110 2.70 1.01 
ContingReward 110 3.20 .92 
MgtExceptAct 110 1.61 .95 
MgtExceptPass 110 1.27 1.02 
Laissez-Faire 110 .91 .97 
Effectiveness 109 3.34 .89 
Extra Effort 110 3.00 1.19 
Satisfaction 110 3.28 1.07 
 
Table 4.10 includes all educator responses on the surveys from teachers and 
principals from all ten elementary schools. The three dependent variables in this table 
were Effectiveness, Extra Effort, and Satisfaction which were the three outcome factors in 
the MLQ instrument. 
After completing three multiple regressions, the researcher determined that it 
would be beneficial to run a canonical correlation analysis to explore the relationships 
further as each of the three dependent variables were entered into the data.  The three 
dependent variables included Effectiveness, Extra Effort, and Satisfaction since they were 
the three outcome factors on the MLQ instrument.  
The following table (Table 4.11) includes a first canonical variate in which the 
first dependent variable of Effectiveness is entered into the data and then a second 
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canonical variate in which the second dependent variable of Extra Effort is entered into 
the data.  It is important to look closely at the significance level of p < .000 in the first 
loading column as well as the significance level of p < .027 in the second loading column 
remembering that a p-value ≤ .05 identifies a significant correlation.  
 
Table 4.11 
Canonical Analysis  
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Table 4.11 shows a significant correlation (p < .05) between the dependent 
variable of Effectiveness and the independent variables.  When the second dependent 
variable of Extra Effort is entered, there is still a significant correlation (p < .05).  The 
asterisks in the table identify the two significant values at p ≤ .000 and p ≤.027.  The 
MLQ instrument has inter-correlation issues with moderate reliability alphas (ranging 
from .69 to .83, as reported in Chapter 3).  The instrument does not correlate to itself 
well.  The instrument design has internal consistency issues.  As shown in Table 4.11 
above, when the third dependent variable of Satisfaction is entered, the significance level 
of .494 shows that there is not a significant correlation.  In this study, a canonical 
correlation analysis revealed these top four leadership scales with Inspirational 
Motivation (-.942), Attributed Charisma (-.940), Contingent Reward (-.930), and 
Intellectual Stimulation (.898).  Thus, the MLQ could not discriminate between schools 
recognized by the state as academically excellent and those not.  Further, only four scales 
seemed to be predictive of two of the MLQ outcome variables of Effectiveness and Extra 




The researcher used a common themes chart (Appendix P) to help code and 
categorize answers from principals in the interviews and from answers in the written 
responses.  These themes were developed within each question and limited to the 
structure of the interviews, rather than using a more holistic analysis approach to the 
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answers (Saldaña, 2009; Wolcott, 2010).  Principals from schools 1and 2 represented 
state-defined, high-achieving elementary schools, and principals from schools 6 through 
9 represented those not recognized for achievement.  There was an imbalance of personal 
quotes from principals in different kinds of schools due to the fact that the researcher 
received responses from five principals from Not Recognized Schools and responses 
from only two principals from Academically Recognized Schools (See Appendix R). 
 
Interview Question 1:  How would you rate your leadership style between 
transformational and transactional or a combination of both? 
 
Out of the seven principals, five claimed to be transformational and two claimed 
to be situational-type leaders.  Here are two quotes from elementary principals: 
 With instructional decisions, I try to be more transformational.  We put 
many ideas on the table to discuss at my school, and quite often, the 
final decision was a combination of all of the good ideas that were 
heard. (Principal 1 from an Academically Recognized School) 
 My leadership style is definitely transformational because I empower my 
followers to do what is best for the school family. (Principal 10 from 
Not Recognized School) 
These quotes from two elementary principals aligned with the research in the 
literature in which Leithwood (1992) discussed how transformational practices have a 
positive impact on teacher collaboration in schools.  It also reflected related literature in 
which Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond (2001) discussed how shared leadership 
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supports a transformational model that focuses on the ability of the principal to empower 
teachers.  
Here is a third quote related to the initial interview question: 
 Everyone likes to be praised and rewarded. (Principal 6 from Not 
Recognized School) 
This direct quote from an elementary principal aligned with descriptive statements 
16 and 35 on the MLQ instrument involving the Contingent Reward transactional 
leadership scale. (See Appendix J).  Statement 16 discussed what a teacher can expect to 
receive in return from the principal when performance objectives are met.  Statement 35 
discussed how the principal expresses satisfaction when the teacher meets expectations.   
In summary for Question 1, five principals claimed to be transformational leaders 
while two principals claimed to be a combination of transformational and transactional or 
situational-type leader.  Out of these two principals claiming a situational style, one is 
from School 1 (Academically Recognized School), and one is from School 7 (Not 
Recognized School).  This principal from School 7 claiming the combination style 
matches to the principal of School 2 in the observation study who saw positive results 
from the initiative of leading effective instructional changes. 
 
Interview Question 2:  Describe two strategies that you use to build trust and 
respect among your faculty members. 
 
The two most common themes that emerged were 1) the importance of building 




Principal quotes on the importance of building personal relationships included this one: 
 It is critically important to demonstrate that I really care about each of 
my staff members as individuals.  I want them to feel that I do have their 
best interests at heart.  If people feel that you genuinely care about them 
and have their best interest at heart, trust will be developed between the 
leader and the staff. (Principal 8 from a Not Recognized School) 
This quote by an elementary principal regarding this specific theme aligned with 
the MLQ instrument devised by Avolio and Bass (2004) in which they discussed 
attributed charisma as the ability of the principal to build mutual trust and respect 
between the teachers and principals. On the MLQ instrument, the following items 
included similar language about leaders:  Items 10, 18, 21, 25 (See Appendix J). 
Principals also reflected on the importance of clear, honest communication as in 
these comments: 
 At the beginning of the year faculty meeting, we focus on the 
importance of open communication with each other. (Principal 2 from an 
Academically Recognized School) 
 I try not to hide anything.  I try to keep my teachers informed on exactly 
what I know, whether good or bad, it is critical to be as honest as 
possible and have a great sense of integrity. (Principal 9 from a Not 
Recognized School) 
The first quote by a principal above aligned well with the research by Tschannen-
Moran (2004) who discussed that effective principals used open communication and were 
79 
 
involved in sharing power and delegating tasks.  Shared decision-making policies formed 
trusting relationships among teachers in their schools.  The second quote matched the 
Attributed Charisma leadership scale aligning with MLQ items 21 and 23 (See Appendix 
J).  Item 21 stated “the principal acts in ways that builds my respect.”  Item 23 states, “the 
principal considers the moral and ethical consequences of how a leader with character 
shows the knowledge to know what is appropriate and the courage to act on that 
knowledge in doing the right thing.” 
In summary of responses to Question 2, principals build trust and respect among 
their teachers by building personal relationships with their teachers and using an open 
communication philosophy centered on shared decision-making procedures. 
 
Interview Question 3:  Identify three or more of your strongest characteristics as the 
instructional leader of your school. 
 
The most common characteristics that emerged here were interpersonal skills and 
communication skills.  The difference in these responses as opposed to the answers to 
Question 2 was an emphasis on the principal needing to be a great listener in order to be 
considered an effective communicator. 
Here was one quote on the importance of strong interpersonal skills: 
 It is critical to use your people skills to develop a child-centered school 
culture with high expectations.  People need to feel that you are doing 




This quote by a principal aligned with the MLQ by Avolio and Bass (2004) as an 
example of what they termed idealized influence. This quote illustrated such influence as 
a principal’s way of explaining his or her values/beliefs, showing a sense of purpose, and 
demonstrating a collective sense of mission for the school.  Such qualities are mentioned 
on the MLQ instrument in the Idealized Influence subscale’s items 6, 14, 18, and 34 (see 
Appendix J). 
 It is important to be a compassionate administrator. (Principal 7 from a 
Not Recognized School) 
This principal’s quote aligned with the descriptive item 21 on the MLQ instrument 
(see Appendix J).  Item 21 states, “The principal acts in ways that builds my respect”; and 
it is an item within the subscale of Attributed Charisma. 
Included among responses were two quotes on the importance of strong 
communication skills: 
 I strive to be an effective listener so that I can improve communication 
with all stakeholders. (Principal 9 from Not Recognized School) 
 My goal as an effective leader is open communication. (Principal 2 from 
Academically Recognized School) 
These quotes aligned with Item 8 on the MLQ instrument (See Appendix J).  Item 
8, a part of the Intellectual Stimulation subscale, states, “the principal seeks differing 
perspectives when solving problems.”  
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In summary for Question 3, the responses from principals targeted their two 
strongest leadership characteristics from their perspectives as strong interpersonal skills 
and strong communication skills. 
 
Interview Question 4:  What three characteristics would you recommend a first year 
principal to develop in order to help him or her be successful in the principalship? 
 
The answers given by principals for this particular question were short, as few as 
a single word describing a characteristic.  The most common leadership characteristics 
that emerged here were time management, honesty, developing emotional intelligence, 
listening, and being proactive.  Time management emerged as the more common 
response from these principals. 
 Time management is crucial with all of the demands placed on you. 
(Principal 1 from an Academically Recognized School) 
 A first year principal needs to constantly determine top priorities during 
the time-management process. (Principal 9 from a Not Recognized 
School) 
The quotes regarding time-management aligned well with item 43 on the MLQ 
and the subscale of Effectiveness (See Appendix J).  Item 43 states, “the principal is 
effective in meeting organizational requirements.” 
Overall the Interview Question 4 responses reflected three characteristics of time 
management, honesty, and developing emotional intelligence as advice to new principals. 
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Interview Question 5:  Identify three areas of leadership in which you feel that 
leadership and management intertwine. 
 
The most common themes that emerged from the principals’ answers here were 
Personnel and Budget. Building school/community relationships and scheduling emerged 
in the second tier. 
These two principal quotes represented responses about personnel: 
 Our staff members expect us to be leaders by inspiring and motivating 
them while managing the school by treating everyone equally and fairly. 
(Principal 7 from a Not Recognized School) 
 It is a regimented process to follow in terms of reading resumes, 
interviewing, and recommending an employee to the school board which 
is all managerial.  But, the leadership comes in with who you 
specifically hired (the quality of the employee) and what position you 
hired them for in your school. This hire a principal makes says volumes 
about his or her leadership ability. (Principal 8 from a Not Recognized 
School) 
The first principal quote above aligned well with the item 19 on the MLQ (see 
Appendix J) from the subscale on Individual Consideration.  Item 19 states, “the 
principal treats the teacher as an individual rather than just a member of a group.” 
Budget issues were represented in the responses as this quote illustrated: 
 I believe management and leadership intertwine by the way the principal 
budgets money toward school-level professional development for the 
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teachers including the amount of input given to teachers. (Principal 2 
from an Academically Recognized School) 
This principal quote above aligned well with the research found in the recent 
Wallace Foundation Report (Louis, et al., 2010).  Louis et al.  (2010) discussed how 
shared instructional leadership between the principal and teachers may improve schools 
significantly. 
The responses to the fifth interview question indicated that the three areas of 
leadership in which leadership and management intertwined were personnel, budget, and 
building school/community relations in that order of importance.  To summarize the 
interviews, the principals emphasized the importance of personal connections.  In the 
words of the MLQ, the principals recommended practicing individual consideration.  
Another simple observation from a principal perspective was the importance of time 
management.  This need for allocating time is not measured by the MLQ. 
 
Observation Analysis 
The four leadership scales that emerged from the multiple regression analyses and 
canonical correlation analysis were the focus of the observation analysis.  Three of these 
leadership scales were categorized as transformational leadership scales on the MLQ 
instrument, and these three were Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and 
Attributed Charisma.  The other leadership scale, Contingent Reward, was categorized as 
a transactional leadership scale on the MLQ instrument. 
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The researcher used the key observation instrument in Appendix Q in order to 
make tallies in specific leadership behaviors while observing everyday interactions 
between the elementary principals and staff members in the four-principal set of schools.  
These four elementary principals serve as colleagues to the researcher, and they all 
agreed to allow the researcher to spend an entire day with them on the job.  The all-day 
observations permitted charting these key leadership behaviors during the work life of an 
elementary school principal.  Previous data analysis involving multiple regression 
analysis along with canonical correlation analysis showed significance in the MLQ scales 
of Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Attributed Charisma, and 
Contingent Reward.  A canonical correlation analysis revealed these four leadership 
scales as the top four:  Inspirational Motivation (-.942), Attributed Charisma (-.940), 
Contingent Reward (-.930), and Intellectual Stimulation (.898). 
The following table (Table 4.12) showed the details of the tally marks 
documented across the four principals’ daylong observations..  It showed a completed 
report of leadership behaviors used by each elementary principal in his or her respective 





Four-Principal Observation Analysis 
Leader Behavior School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 Total 
IM#1 3 3 8 3 17 
IM#2 30 22 32 18 102 
IM#3 15 35 14 9 73 
IM#4 21 28 28 13 90 
Totals 69 88 82 43 282 
IS#1 25 25 11 16 77 
IS#2 17 20 18 6 61 
IS#3 22 24 17 11 74 
IS#4 0 6 1 0 7 
Totals 64 75 47 33 219 
AC#1 39 38 46 27 150 
AC#2 34 57 39 33 163 
AC#3 61 61 57 37 216 
AC#4 2 20 2 2 26 
Totals 136 176 144 99 555 
CR#1 15 10 5 6 36 
CR#2 1 16 5 3 25 
CR#3 37 41 65 44 187 
CR#4 22 48 41 21 132 
Totals 75 115 116 74 380 
Note:  IM= Inspirational Motivation. IS = Intellectual Stimulation. AC= Attributed Charisma. CR= 
Contingent Reward. 4 behaviors in each scale for a total 16 behaviors   
 
In the Inspirational Motivation observations, School 2 was the highest with 88 
tallies while School 4 was the lowest with 43 tallies.  For observations corresponding 
with the Intellectual Stimulation scale, School 2 was the highest with 75 while School 4 
was the lowest with 33 tallies.  Among the observations corresponding to the items on the 
Attributed Charisma scale, School 2 was the highest again with 176 while School 4 was 
the lowest with 99 tallies.  During these observations behaviors aligned with items from 
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the Contingent Reward scale showed up in School 3 and  School 2 with 116 and 115 
tallies, respectively, while School 4 was the lowest again with 74.   
School’s 4 principal at the time of the observation had the least experience of 3 
years among the observed principals.  The two principals with the most experience were 
School 3’s principal who had 19 years of experience and School 2’s principal with 14 
years of experience.  Both of these two schools’ principals had been serving their same 
schools during that length of time.  The School 1 principal had 9 years of experience at 
the same school at the time of the observation and had served the same school as assistant 
principal before being promoted to the principal position. 
The key leadership behavior that emerged as the most popular among principals 
was the Attributed Charisma scale with 555 tallies, and Contingent Reward came in 
second with 380 tallies.  The researcher totaled up the tally marks for all 4 schools in all 4 
leadership scales from Table 4.12 above.  School 2 had the highest with 454.  School 3 
was second with 389 while School 1 was third with 344.  School 4 was last with 249.    
The following Table 4.13 included a list of the 13 MLQ questions that showed a 
statistical significance in the chi-square distribution analyses.  The table included the p-





Four Schools Chi-Square Teacher MLQ Responses 
MLQ Question Number Chi-Square Value df p-value 
2 23.313 9 *.006 
3 34.520 12 *.001 
5 23.388 12 .025 
7 34.405 12 *.001 
9 26.181 9 *.002 
13 19.222 9 .023 
18 22.292 12 .034 
20 24.970 12 .015 
21 23.457 12 .024 
23 17.130 9 .047 
27 26.683 12 *.009 
28 21.010 12 .050 
37 21.991 12 .038 
  
The responses on these 13 questions out of the 45 on the MLQ surveys in the four-
principal observations showed significance in chi-square analyses with a p ≤ .05.  The 
researcher looked at chi-square distributions in order to study the different statistical 
patterns of teacher responses to the MLQ questions.  The researcher decided to look at a 
significance level of p < .01 for a stricter significance level due to multiple exploration 
and testing of the data.  Table 4.13 above showed an asterisk on the five MLQ questions 
that showed significance at p ≤ .01 among chi-square analyses.  The five figures below 
showed bar charts of the teacher responses in each of the four elementary schools in the 
observation analysis.  There are five figures representing these five MLQ questions that 
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showed significance in chi-square analyses due to the statistically different patterns of 
teacher responses. 
The principal of School 2 was leading a Teaching Assessment Program (TAP) in 
which advanced student achievement  as indicated in the school’s attainment of Excellent 
on SC’s Growth rating.  However, the five bar charts of the significant chi-square results 
showed evidence of teachers’ negative perceptions of principal leadership as measured by 
the MLQ surveys. 
The following Figure 4.1 showed the spread of teachers’ responses to MLQ 
Question 2 which was one of the four questions aligned to the Intellectual Stimulation 
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this specific MLQ item, School 2 showed a pattern with a higher bar graph in the fairly 
often rating, which seems correlated to the direction one would expect in a low-achieving 
school.  School 3 showed an unusually high number of “not at all” teacher responses on 
this particular question even though School 3 was actually a much lower-achieving 
school than School 2.  It can be possible that a principal, who leaves his or her teachers 
alone, as opposed to ruffling a few feathers, could actually get a more positive evaluation 
from teachers.  School 1 showed a normal distribution again.  School 4 showed a normal 
distribution with a high number at the once in a while rating. 
The following Figure 4.3 showed a spread of teachers’ responses on MLQ 
Question 7 which was one of the four questions aligned to the Laissez-Faire leadership 
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Figure 4.5 displayed the spread of teachers’ responses from MLQ Question 27. 
Management-by-Exception (Active) refers to a leader’s way of focusing attention on and 
keeping track of mistakes made by followers.  School 1 showed a pattern from not at all 
to fairly often ratings.  School 2 showed a high number at the not at all rating and several 
responses at the sometimes and fairly often ratings.  School 3 showed a majority of 
responses at the not at all rating along with some other spread patterns.  School 4 showed 
responses at the not at all rating but responses spread out among the other four ratings 
with the majority at the once in a while rating area. 
School 4 showed moderate to high, positive ratings based on teacher responses.  It 
was interesting to note that there were more favorable responses from teachers in School 
3 compared to the teacher responses in School 2 in which the principal was mandating 
instructional changes with very positive results under the TAP (Teaching Assessment 
Program (TAP) umbrella, obviously under some teacher resentment among the faculty.
 In summary regarding the chi-square figures, these five figures shared a common 
theme of a wide range of different patterns of teacher responses when the teachers were 
completing the MLQ surveys based on teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s 
leadership behaviors. 
 
Summary of Findings 
Research Question 1: What was the relationship between elementary teachers’ 
perceptions of their principals in state-recognized high achieving, high poverty 





Based on the teacher responses from all ten elementary schools, there was not a 
statistically significant mean difference between the two groups.  Based on teacher 
responses, the five principals of the higher achieving elementary schools were not rated 
differently than the five principals of the other elementary schools.  The MLQ was not 
able to differentiate between teacher perceptions of school leadership based on the state’s 
recognition of schools as high-achieving or not.  The teachers’ experiences with 
leadership as measured by the MLQ may be similar, or the aspects of accountability 
defined by the state are not measured by the MLQ. 
 
Research Question 2: Which Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire scales emerged 
from the survey analysis based on the teachers’ responses from 103 elementary 
teachers? 
 
The leadership scales that emerged from the multiple regression analyses and 
canonical correlation analysis were Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, 
Attributed Charisma, and Contingent Reward.  Due to limited participation by principals 
in this study, the decision was made to analyze these four leadership scales further in an 
observation analysis based on all-day observations of four elementary principals, who 
worked in schools not recognized by the state for high achievement.  However, one of 
these four schools had made significant gains. 
 
Research Question 3: Among the scales, among teacher perceptions revealed as 
significant to principal leadership, which relevant leader behaviors were used the 




Based on the four all-day observations of elementary principals, it was determined 
that the two most used leadership behaviors were Attributed Charisma with 555 tallies 
and Contingent Reward with 380 tallies.  Therefore, Attributed Charisma was the most 
popular used transformational leadership behavior as well as the most popular overall 
while Contingent Reward emerged as the most popular used transactional leadership 
behavior and the second most popular overall.  The research literature (Avolio & Bass, 
2004; Day, Harris & Hadfield, 2001; Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood & 
Riehl, 2005; Silins & Mulford, 2004) discussed the value and importance of both 
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors in today’s world of complex 
school leadership. 
 
Research Question 4: Is the MLQ instrument a valid measurement of principal 
behaviors in the context of accountability?     
 
This small exploratory study raises doubts about the usefulness of the MLQ in 
school settings.  For example, skewed teacher responses were revealed in the chi-squares 
on five MLQ items.  These data seemed to suggest that teachers tend to be less satisfied 
with principals who initiate changes in the curriculum and instruction.  Strong leaders 
who initiate effective strategies may make some teachers uncomfortable and even 
frustrated.  The principal interviews emphasized the concept of individual consideration, 
but that scale was not predictive of effectiveness, extra effort, or satisfaction in this study.  
Furthermore, the principals’ interview responses included suggestions about time 
management, which is not measured by the MLQ. 
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The instrument was originally devised to diagnose strengths of business and 
military leaders as opposed to educational leaders, and it may be better served in those 
arenas.  Questions arise about the accuracy and validity of the instrument in the context 
of educational accountability in the field of educational leadership.  For this specific 
study of elementary principals in an era of accountability and public scrutiny, the MLQ 
instrument was not particularly definitive about evaluating school principals’ leadership 
behaviors and yielded some results that indicate change may not be linked to teachers’ 
high regard for leaders.       
This exploratory study has allowed the researcher to gather some interesting data 
from teachers and practicing principals through multiple data sources in a mixed design.  
The significant findings, conclusions, and recommendations for future research will be 





SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of this study was to explore the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire instrument in measuring practicing elementary school principals’ 
leadership in the context of accountability policy.  Four leadership style scales emerged 
through analyses of MLQ survey data, and the researcher engaged in an extended data 
collection method with four all-day observations in a local medium-sized school district 
along with face-to-face interviews with these same four principals. 
 
Significant Findings 
The combination of observation results and re-examination of teachers’ MLQ 
responses through bar charts for the four elementary schools suggested that the principal 
initiating the most changes in a school received the most varied results based on teacher 
responses.  When principals make changes, even for the sake of improving student 
achievement and show a bold risk-taker type leadership approach, it may affect teachers’ 
approval evaluations of their respective principals.  The MLQ was not sensitive to the 
differences in schools that were state-recognized and those that were not.  The MLQ may 
not be a useful measure for principals in the context of accountability policy. 
This research in the four-principal observation analysis determined that the two 
most dominant leadership style scales were Attributed Charisma (Transformational) and 
Contingent Reward (Transactional) from a practical on-the-job perspective.  The four 
leadership style scales that emerged from the MLQ survey analyses were Attributed 
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Charisma (Transformational), Inspirational Motivation (Transformational), Intellectual 
Stimulation (Transformational), and Contingent Reward (Transactional).  These results 
showed that a combination of transformational and transactional leadership may be 
necessary in the context of accountability in schools.  These results seem to replicate 
findings by Nguni, Sleegen and Denessen (2006) in which results suggested that, in order 
to be effective, school leaders needed to use a combination of transformational and 
transactional leadership behaviors.  This research study in Tanzania added testimony that 
despite cultural differences around the globe, transformational and transactional 
leadership was not necessarily confined to the Western world.  Comparable to this study, 
charismatic leadership (Attributed Charisma) had also shown to have a strong influence 
on teacher satisfaction.  According to the study by Lowe and Galen (1996), the effects of 
Contingent Reward on organizational effectiveness confirm that transactional leadership 
is a necessary component of effective management. 
 
Findings 
These were the key research questions of this study and the answers were 
determined from multiple data sources for exploration. 
 
Research Question 1: What was the relationship between elementary teachers’ 
perceptions of their principals in state-recognized high achieving, high poverty 
schools as compared to high poverty schools which have not earned state 
recognition? 
 
There was not a statistically significant mean difference between the two groups 
of schools.  It is possible that the MLQ does not have enough measures to be sensitive to 
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the conditions of state or federal accountability.  Also, it is possible that teachers and 
principals are engaging in similar practices, but other factors may yield differences in 
performances on state accountability measures.  It was evident that the classroom 
teachers were making some positive differences in the higher achieving elementary 
schools in this study.  The MLQ did not show differences in these schools’ patterns of 
responses about leadership. There may be alternative explanations for this result. For 
example, the teachers may have a larger role in higher student achievement than 
principals.  Also, schools with high achieving students may attract more teacher talent.  
The instrument is not sensitive to either aspects of collaboration among teachers or 
teachers with their respective principals. 
 
Research Question 2: Which Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire scales emerged 
from the survey analysis based on the teachers’ responses from 103 elementary 
teachers? 
 
The leadership scales that emerged were Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual 
Stimulation, Attributed Charisma, and Contingent Reward.  These scales represented 
aspects of both transformational and transactional leadership.  Inspirational Motivation, 
Intellectual Stimulation, and Attributed Charisma represented transformational leadership 
while Contingent Reward represented transactional leadership.  It may be that these 
specific scales resonate well among teachers in high poverty elementary schools in their 




Research Question 3: Among the scales, among teacher perceptions revealed as 
significant to principal leadership, which relevant leader behaviors were used the 
most often in the daily interactions of elementary principals and their stakeholders? 
 
Attributed Charisma was used the most often with almost double the amount of 
the second leadership scale of Contingent Reward.  Based on observation data, these 
scales represented leadership styles of transformation and transaction respectively.  This 
may suggest that elementary teachers in low achieving, high poverty schools respond 
well to these leadership scales.  It may be possible that other different leadership scales 
could emerge in observations of four state-recognized schools.   
 
Research Question 4: Is the MLQ instrument a valid measurement of principal 
behaviors in the context of accountability?     
 
The MLQ instrument may not be a useful measure of principal behaviors in the 
context of school accountability due to several findings in this exploratory study. In this 
limited exploratory study, the MLQ failed to differentiate responses among state-
recognized high performing schools, and only a few scales proved connected to outcomes 
of Effectiveness and Extra Effort.   Another example of the possible limitation on use of 
MLQ in schools were the different patterns of teacher responses found in the four-
principal observation study involving chi-square distribution analyses of significant MLQ 
questions in this study.  Conceptual questions were raised as well since observation data 
suggested that principals highly engaged in accountability efforts may provoke teacher 
dissatisfaction.  Furthermore, the principals’ interviews raised points about time 
management, a concept not specifically covered in the MLQ.  Time management affects 
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how much attention principals can dedicate to personal connections and recognition of 
teacher effort. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
It would be interesting to see an exploratory study at the middle and high school 
levels in order to identify what leadership behaviors emerged from principals at those 
levels among the five transformational and four transactional leadership scales discussed 
in this study.  It would also be interesting to see a more extensive study of principals who 
were proven leaders in terms of helping to turn around schools in a positive manner 
toward great gains in student achievement.  Among these future studies, a longitudinal 
design should be employed.  The question remains open about change agents and leaders 
who can sustain change.  I would like to see how the faculties evaluated those high-risk 
change agents to see if it also showed skewed patterns among the teachers’ responses on 
evaluations or more favorable toward the positive rating end of the continuum. 
 
Recommendations for Principals 
The interview responses discussed the importance of principals listening to his or 
her teacher leaders.  Teachers are more comfortable with decisions made when they feel 
like the leader has taken the time to get input from everyone affected by the decision as 
opposed to rushing to judgment without listening to others with many years of experience 
in the profession.  It is important for principals to build personal relationships with his or 
her teachers toward the goal of building a mutual trust and respect relationship which is 
so valuable in a successful school environment.  According to Silins and Mulford (2004), 
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successful school reform involves the building of trust, respect, and value of staff 
members’ positive contributions.  They discussed the priority of the development of 
professional relationships which build a school climate of trust and cooperation.  Silins 
and Mulford stated, “The future for schools is optimistic when both teachers and students 
can experience environments in which they are empowered and treated with respect.” (p. 
463).  Time management was emphasized as a key factor toward success for principals as 
well as taking the time to ask questions to colleagues for help when needing direction or 
advice on the job regarding specific problems.  It is important to lead with the philosophy 
of always keeping the best interests of students in mind with critical decisions.  The 
criticisms will always come from different avenues and sometimes in a dramatic blind-
sided manner so it is very important to develop a thick skin in the principalship.  It is 
important to focus on the positive things going on in your school and lead with a positive 




The findings in this study indicated that the MLQ may not be an instrument to 
effectively measure principals’ leadership behaviors in the context of educational 
accountability policies.  Attributed Charisma and Contingent Reward were the two most 
observed leadership scales by principals from a practical perspective.  Based on teachers’ 
perceptions of their principals’ leadership behaviors, there was not a statistically 
significant mean difference between the five state-recognized schools and the five not 
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state-recognized schools.  The research discussed the importance of effective school 
leaders using a combination of transformational and transactional leadership behaviors 
for instructional leadership.  The current research on effective practice in the field of 
educational leadership showed a high value for the instructional leadership model 
discussed by Hallinger (2003) as well as a high value for the transformational leadership 
model discussed by Leithwood (1992).  The research suggested that the integration of 
instructional leadership and transformational leadership created a synergy for school 
leadership (Marks & Printy, 2003).  In the ten year study by Louis et al. (2010), the 
research suggested that educational leaders should focus on learning along with 






































Principal Permission Letter – Interviews  





Principal Permission Letter – Mailed Responses  














MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
9. Talks optimistically 
about the future 
Talks positively 
about the future  
goals of our school 






































MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
13. Talks 
enthusiastically about 
what needs to be 
accomplished 
Shows enthusiasm 
about what needs to 
be done 













4. Principal talks enthusiastically about school district initiatives that  

























MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
26. Articulates a 
compelling vision of 
the future 
Explains clearly 
about future  
school goals 







































MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
36. Expresses 
confidence that goals 




1. Principal talks confidently about a staff member completing an 




2. Principal talks confidently about a teacher presenting successfully at a 









4. Principal talks confidently about teachers making positive strides in 
improving student achievement with gains in MAP scores along with 
























MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
2. Re-examines critical 
assumptions to  
question whether  
they are appropriate 
Analyzes closely 
whether actions are 
appropriate  
(thinking outside  
of the box) 








3. Principal researches new instructional program to help grasp full 





























MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
8. Seeks differing 
perspectives when 
solving problems 
Seeks input from 













3. Principal seeks advice from parents on solving a discipline problem 









5. Principal seeks input from support staff personnel in helping to  




















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
30. Gets others to look 
at problems from many 
different angles 
Strives to get staff 
members to look at 
problems at different 
angles as well as 
from different 
perspectives 









3. Principal encourages staff members to articulate strategies with 




4. Principal emphasizes the importance of showing professionalism  




5. Principal emphasizes the importance of treating students fairly (as  



















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
32. Suggests new ways 
of looking at how to 
complete assignments 
Suggests new ways 
of how to complete 
tasks or duties at 
work 
1. Principal gives teachers a suggestion on how to improve performance 




2. Principal gives teachers a suggestion on how to improve performance 




3. Principal gives support staff members a suggestion on how to improve 




4. Principal recommends to parent volunteers a better method or 




5. Principal suggests a new strategy to students about how to complete a 



















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
1. Provides others with 
assistance in exchange 
for their efforts 
Gives help to others 
in exchange for great 
efforts at work 
1. Principal assigns specific teacher to student whose parents is a great 





































MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
11. Discusses in 




Explains in specific 




1. Principal discusses with teachers about reaching standards at each 








3. Principal discusses importance of meeting benchmarks during MAP 




4. Principal clearly discusses job details of guidance counselor, Literary 
























MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
16. Makes clear what 
one can expect to 
receive when 
performance goals are 
achieved 
Explains clearly what 
benefits one can 
achieve for reaching 
performance goals 









3. Principal praises teachers for moving positively from point A to B  




4. Principal makes sure students are priased on school website, 




5. Principal emphasizes satistaction of making a positive difference  



















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 








staff members meet 
expectations and/or 
goals 





































MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
10. Instills pride in me 
for being associated 
with him/her 




1. Principal makes me feel proud for being a supportive business partner 













4. Principal makes me feel proud for being a valuable support staff  




5. Principal makes me feel proud for being a supportive district office 




















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
18. Goes beyond self-
interest for the good of 
the group 
Shows unselfishness 
to help others look 
good 












4. Principal gives credit to others for a great idea even though it may 
have been his/her idea. 
Notes: 
 




















MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
21. Acts in ways that 
builds my respect 
Conducts 
himself/herself in a 
respectful manner 



































MLQ Original  
Statement – 
The person I rated 
General Principal 
Behavior –  
The person I rated 
Observed Behavior Tallies 
25. Displays a sense of 





































Principal Permission Letter – School Surveys 

































List of Interview Questions for Principals 
1. How would you rate your leadership style between transactional and 
transformational or a combination of both styles?  Please give a few 
examples of using that style or styles in your leadership role as principal 
of your school. 
 
2. Describe two strategies that you use to build trust and respect among 
your faculty members. 
 
3. Identify 3 or more of your strongest characteristics as the instructional 
leader of your elementary school. 
 
4. What 3 characteristics would you recommend a first year principal to 
develop in order to help him or her be successful in the principalship? 
 






















Common Themes Chart 
Question 1: Transformational Transactional  Situational(Combination) 
 
Comments: 
Question 2: Strong Communication Being Visible  Dependability 
 
  Building Personal Relationships  Other Themes   
 
Comments: 
Question 3: Communication Skills Interpersonal Skills  Knowledge 
 
  Analyzing Data  Work Ethic   Proactive 
 
Comments: 
Question 4: Honesty   Individual Consideration 
 
  Develop Emotional Intelligence  Time Management 
 





Question 5: Personnel  Budget   Other Themes 
 
  Prof. Development  Scheduling   
 






Key Observation Instrument – Four Principal Case Study 2010 
1. Principal talks positively about the future.IM 
 
2. Principal shows enthusiasm about what needs to be done.IM 
 
3. Principal explains clearly about future school goals.IM 
 
4. Principal discusses confidently about achieving goals.IM 
 
5. Principal analyzes closely whether actions are appropriate.  (Thinking 
outside the box)IS 
 
6. Principal encourages input from other staff members on solving 
problems.IS 
 
7. Principal strives to get staff members to look at problems at many 
angles.IS 
 
8. Principal suggests new ways of how to complete tasks or duties.IS 
 
9. Principal gives help to staff members in exchange for great efforts.CR 
 
10. Principal explains in specific terms who is responsible for performance 
goals.CR 
 
11. Principal explains clearly what rewards one can achieve for reaching 
performance goals.CR 
 
12. Principal expresses satisfaction when staff members meet 
expectations.CR 
 
13. Principal instills pride in me for being associated with him/her. AC 
 





15. Principal acts in ways that build my respect. 
 






Interview Analysis Quotes 
 
 Recognized Schools 
Principals 
 Non-Recognized Schools 
Principals 
 1 2  6 7 8 9 10 
Q1 Quotes 1   1    1 
Q2 Quotes  1    1 1  
Q3 Quotes 1 1   1  1  
Q4 Quotes 1      1  
Q5 Quotes  1   1 1   
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